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INTRODUCTION
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  i s  t h e  process t h a t  p ro s p e c t iv e  t e a c h e r s  
must complete in  order  t o  become e l i g i b l e  to  te a c h .  I t  i s  
comparable to  l i c e n s i n g  requ irem en ts  mandated by s t a t e s  f o r  
some o the r  p r o f e s s io n s ,  and i t  p r o v id e s  commonality of 
minimum t r a i n i n g  requ irem en ts  w i th in  a s t a t e .
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  has been the p r im ary  means used by s t a t e s  
to  in su re  t e a c h e r  competence (SREB, 1981). I t  u sua l ly  
revo lves  around a com binat ion  of req u i rem en ts  inc lud ing  a 
b a c h e lo r ' s  degree with  coursework i n  p r o f e s s i o n a l  ed u c a t io n ,  
gene ra l  ed u ca t io n ,  and a s p e c i f i c  f i e l d  (Conant,  1963).
The c e r t i f y i n g  body i n  each s t a t e  th a t  fo rm u la te s  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  i s  s u b je c t  to  p r e s s u r e  from 
v a r io u s  g roups .  The i n t e r e s t s  of t h e s e  groups vary and some 
a r e  c o n t r a d i c to r y .  While one group may want a d d i t i o n a l  
requ irem ents  to  l i m i t  t h e  number o f  a v a i l a b l e  te ach e rs  i n  
o rder  to r a i s e  s a l a r i e s ,  another  group may p r e f e r  i n c r e a s in g  
the  supply o f  teache rs  by dec reas ing  requ irem en ts  to  keep 
s a l a r i e s  from r i s i n g  (Conant ,  1963). Others may be 
i n t e r e s t e d  in  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  a r e a s  and b e l i e v e  th a t  more 
s t r i n g e n t  requ irem ents  would lead t o  improved teach in g  and 
in c rease d  l e a r n in g  on t h e  p a r t  of s tu d e n t s  (Freeman, 1977). 
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  may a l so  be viewed a s  a means to  
keep incompetent t e a c h e r s  out of e d u c a t io n .  The c e r t i f y i n g
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body may be p re ssu red  to  i n s e r t  r e s t r i c t i v e  measures in 
a d d i t i o n  to  course  requ irem en ts  in  an a t tem pt to  p ro h ib i t  
the  incompetent from e n t e r i n g  te a c h in g .
A number of i s s u e s  may a r i s e  in  any c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e v i s i o n  p ro ce s s .  These i s s u e s  in c lu d e  which co u rse s  to 
r e q u i r e ,  the  value  of p r o f e s s i o n a l  education  co u rse s  as 
compared to  l i b e r a l  a r t s  co u r se s ,  s tu d e n t  t e a c h in g  concerns ,  
and how d i f f i c u l t  or how easy i t  shou ld  be f o r  one to e n t e r  
t e ach in g .
In  December, 1981 the  Board o f  Education in  V irg in ia  
approved new c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  (V i rg in ia ,  
C e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  1982). The approva l  o f  the r e g u l a t i o n s  was 
preceded by two s e t s  of  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs 
Study Committee recommendations and th re e  s e t s  of  
recommendations from the  S u p e r in ten d e n t  of P u b l ic  
I n s t r u c t i o n  (V i rg in i a ,  S u p e r i n t e n d e n t s ,  June 25,1981; 
November 17, 1981). There was e d i t o r i a l  and news coverage, 
adv ice  from members of  th e  General Assembly, and 
l e g i s l a t i o n .  Various groups exp ressed  op inions  a t  some time 
dur ing  the  p rocess  in c lu d in g  both p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e  schoo ls  
and c o l l e g e s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  p a r e n t s ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and s u b j e c t  
a rea  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups.
S ta tem ent  of  th e  Problem
The purpose of  t h i s  s tudy  was to  determine i f  those who 
in f lu en ced  V i rg in ia  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t io n s  in co rp o ra ted
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r e s e a r c h  on t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to 
e s t a b l i s h  or suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  The s tudy began with 
th e  events  which occurred  dur ing  1958 to  1960 because of  the  
s i m i l a r i t y  w ith  even ts  which occurred  in  1978 to  1982. The 
s tu d y  concluded with  an a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  in f lu e n c e s  which 
a f f e c t e d  the  J u ly  1, 1982 c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .
These time p e r io d s  inc luded  the fo l lo w in g  s i m i l a r  
a c t i v i t i e s  or i s s u e s :  (a)  t e ach e r  t r a i n i n g  and
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s t u d i e s  a u th o r iz e d  by th e  General Assembly 
( V i rg in i a ,  A cts ,  1958; V i r g i n i a ,  F in a l  Report ,  1981), (b) 
th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  non teache r  t r a i n e d  c o l le g e  g rad u a te s  
( V i rg in i a ,  A cts ,  1958; V i r g in i a ,  Acts .  1981), (c)  the  
adop t ion  of r e v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  ( V i r g in i a ,  
C e r t i f i c a t i o n .  1960; V i r g in i a ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  1982), (d) 
s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  q u e s t io n in g  the  number of  educa t ion  
c o u r s e s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t e a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  ( P a s c h a l l ,  Note 
1 ) ,  and (e) whether or not a d d i t i o n a l  educa t ion  cou rses  
would l i m i t  the  te ach e r  supply  ( P a s c h a l l ,  Note 1; V i r g in i a ,  
Summary, 1981).
National  concerns and c r i t i c i s m s  reg a rd in g  te a c h e r  
educa t ion  have had an in f lu e n c e  on the  p o s i t i o n s  taken  by 
v a r io u s  groups. Some of  th e  q u e s t io n s  r e l a t e d  to  th e se  
concerns  and c r i t i c i s m s  in c lu d e :
1. Are the  number of l i b e r a l  a r t s  courses  o f fe re d  in  
s c h o o ls  of ed u ca t io n  inadequa te  (Koerner,  1963)7
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2. Are educa t ion  co u rse s  the same q u a l i ty  as  l i b e r a l  
a r t s  courses  (Conant, 1963; Silberman, 1970)?
3. Should l i b e r a l  a r t s  g radua tes  be able to  e n t e r  the 
teach ing  p r o f e s s io n  w i th o u t  p r o f e s s io n a l  p re p a ra t io n  
(Silberman, 1970)? A p o r t i o n  of t h i s  r e sea rch  fo c u se s  on 
the  concern abou t  whether t o  c e r t i f y  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s  
who had not completed the  p r o f e s s io n a l  education 
requirements  (Southern Regional  Education  Board, 1981; 
V i rg in ia ,  House J o in t  R e so lu t io n  No. 254, 1981; The Q u a l i ty ,  
1982 ) .
4. What i s  the q u a l i t y  of s tu d e n t s  who e n te r  educa t ion  
programs (H o f s ta d te r ,  1962; Koerner, 1963)?
5. Are the  le n g th ,  th e  amount o f  su p e rv is io n ,  and the 
timing of  th e  s tu d e n t  t e a c h in g  p rocess  ap p ro p r ia te  
(Silberman, 1970)?
6. What i s  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between requ ired  co u rse s  
and teach ing  performance (Koerner,  1963; Conant, 1963).
7. How w ell  do ed u c a t io n  p r o f e s s o r s  compare t o  l i b e r a l  
a r t s  p r o fe s s o r s  (Conant, 1963; Koerner,  1963)?
The q u e s t io n s  to  be answered in  t h i s  study were: What
were the in f lu e n c in g  v a r i a b l e s  in the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and 
teache r  t r a i n i n g  process  in  V irg in ia?  What r e s e a r c h ,  
communication, te s t im ony ,  and l e g i s l a t i o n  in f luenced  the 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and te a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  p ro c e s s  in V i r g in i a ?  Did 
the  requ irem ents  of the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and teacher  t r a i n i n g
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processes  and the  manner in  which they  had been in f lu en ced  
have any r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  r e se a rch  on teache r  performance or 
pup i l  achievement? A f i n a l  q u es t io n  was prompted by a 1958 
and 1978 V i r g in i a  General  Assembly a u t h o r i z a t i o n  f o r  a s tudy  
of the t e a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  procedures  and the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
process  ( V i r g in i a ,  House J o i n t  R e so lu t io n  No. 165, 1978; No. 
180, 1980; V i r g in ia ,  A c ts ,  1958). Did those s t u d i e s  inc lude  
a review of  the  l i t e r a t u r e  and r e s e a r c h  in the f i e l d  to 
a s su re  t h a t  t h e re  would be a r e s e a r c h  base fo r  any 
recommendations made?
Models
The model used fo r  i n d i c a t in g  m o t iv a t io n  o f  d ec is io n  
makers and p r e s s u re  g roups ,  t h e i r  messages,  t h e i r  in tended 
r e c i p i e n t s ,  and the  e f f e c t  of t h e i r  a c t i o n s  was M e r r i t t ’ s 
(1966) communication model (Appendix D). The q u e s t io n s  to  
be answered in  the  e s tab l i sh m e n t  of th e  model in c lu d ed :  Why
did the communicator " t r a n s m i t  a p a r t i c u l a r  message? Whom 
or what does the  person r e p r e s e n t  when he communicates? Can 
a ca u sa l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the message and d e c i s io n  be 
in f e r r e d "  ( p p . 52-54)? The model used f o r  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  
in f lu e n c e  was adapted from F in s te rb u s c h  and Motz (1980).
Hypotheses
1. P rocedures  used by V irg in ia  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bodies in  
adopting  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  d id  not i n c o rp o r a te  
r e se a rch  d a t a  on te ach e r  performance o r  pupil  achievement .
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This  h y p o th e s is  assumes t h a t  r e s e a r c h  on whether or not 
s p e c i f i c  co u rse s  or programs of s tu d y  y ie lded  improved 
t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement was n o t  c i t e d ,  
reviewed, o r  undertaken in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  
p ro c e s s .  Consequently,  t h e  approved c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e g u l a t i o n s  were not a r e s u l t  of t h i s  type o f  r e s e a r c h .
2. I n d iv id u a l s  and o r g a n i z a t i o n s  who in f lu e n c e d  or  who 
t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the d e c i s io n  makers  in the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e v i s i o n  p ro ce s s  did n o t  r e l y  on or  use r e s e a r c h  data  on 
t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to s u p p o r t  t h e i r  
p o s i t i o n s .
D e f i n i t i o n  of  Terms
C e r t i f i c a t i o n
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  i s  t h e  process  by which p r o f e s s i o n a l  
e d u c a t io n a l  personnel  r e c e i v e  l i c e n s e  to  te a c h .
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem ents  u su a l ly  in c lu d e  a b a c h e l o r ' s  
degree ,  w ith  coursework i n  genera l  e d u c a t io n ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
ed u ca t io n ,  and a s p e c i f i c  f i e l d  (Conant ,  1963).
Teacher P re p a ra t io n
Teacher p r e p a ra t io n  ( te a c h e r  t r a i n i n g )  i s  th e  process  
which in c lu d e s  education  courses  and s tuden t  t e a c h in g  as 
p a r t  of the  undergraduate  p rocess  t o  prepare c o l l e g e  
s tu d e n t s  to  be c e r t i f i e d  t e a c h e r s .
C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e
The C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e  i s  a  temporary (maximum of
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th re e  y ea r s )  c e r t i f i c a t e  is sued  p r i o r  to J u l y ,  1981 to  an 
a p p l i c a n t  who had a b a c h e l o r ' s  degree  but d id  not  meet a l l  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  req u irem en ts .  The P ro v i s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  i s  a 
two-year c e r t i f i c a t e  which r e p la c e d  the C o l l e g i a t e  
C e r t i f i c a t e .  I t  i s  g ran ted  to  th o se  i n d i v i d u a l s  who do n o t  
meet a l l  of the  requ irem en ts  f o r  a  C o l l e g i a t e  P r o f e s s i o n a l  
C e r t i f i c a t e .  A f te r  Ju ly  1, 1984 the  P r o v i s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  
i s  to  be i s su ed  to  a l l  beg inn ing  te a ch e rs  who have the 
a d d i t i o n a l  requ irem ent  o f  a two-year  assessm ent  period i n  
order  to  determine whether or n o t  they w i l l  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  
a C o l l e g i a t e  P ro f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  ( V i r g i n i a ,  
S u p e r in te n d e n t ' s , November 24, 1982).
C o l l e g i a t e  P ro f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e
The C o l l e g i a t e  P r o f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  i s  a renewable  
f i v e - y e a r  c e r t i f i c a t e  i s su ed  to  a p p l i c a n t s  who have 
completed a l l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem ents  ( V i r g i n i a ,  
C e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  1978).
Board of  Education
The Board of  Education in  V i r g in ia  i s  r e f e r r e d  to  a s  
the Board o f  Education in  t h i s  s tu d y  ( V i r g in i a ,  V i rg in ia  
School Laws, 1980). The Board o f  Education i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  
fo r  s u p e rv i s in g  the  s t a t e  p u b l ic  school system. The 
Governor ap p o in ts  the  Board with  General Assembly 
co n f i rm a t io n .  The Board c o n s i s t s  of  nine members ( V i r g i n i a ,  
V i r g in ia  School Laws, 1980). The Department o f  Education
provides  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and su p e rv iso ry  s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e  
Board of  E duca t ion .  The Board and Department of Educat ion  
c o n t ro l  th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocess  with gu idance  and 
r e g u la to ry  p ro v i s io n s  from the  General Assembly.
L ib e ra l  A r ts  Graduates
L ib e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  or nonteacher  t r a in e d  g rad u a te s  
a re  i n d i v i d u a l s  who do not  have th e  combination of s t u d e n t  
teach ing  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  c o u r se s .
Endorsement Requirements
The endorsement req u i rem en ts  a re  the  cou rse s  in  a 
s u b je c t  a r e a  which a r e  r e q u i r e d  in  order t o  teach s p e c i f i c  
s u b je c t s  or  g rades .
Approved Programs
The approved programs a re  th e  programs fo r  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  in  the  endorsement a reas  subm i t ted  by t h e  
c o l le g e s  f o r  approval  by the Board of E duca t ion .  These 
programs in c lu d e  the  minimum requ irem ents  and may i n c lu d e  
a d d i t i o n a l  requ irem en ts  e s t a b l i s h e d  by each in d iv id u a l  
c o l le g e  ( V i r g i n i a ,  S tan d a rd s .  1979).
P r o f e s s io n a l  Education  Requirements
P r o f e s s i o n a l  e d u ca t io n  requirem ents  a r e  the e d u c a t io n  
courses  i n  human growth and development, cu rr icu lum  and 
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p ro ced u res ,  and s tu d e n t  t e a c h i n g .  The 
educa t ion  and endorsement requirem ents  a r e  th e  a reas  u s u a l ly  
su b jec te d  to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  changes and t h e s e  requ irem en ts
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  e d u c a t io n  from o t h e r  programs.
Teacher Education Advisory Committee
The Teacher Educa t ion  A dvisory  Committee i s  a 
seventeen-member committee a p p o in ted  by th e  Board to a d v i s e  
the Board on c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p o l i c i e s .  I t  i s  composed of 
te ach e r ,  school b o a rd ,  and c o l l e g e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  and a 
lo ca l  s u p e r in te n d e n t  (V i rg in ia ,  V i rg in ia  School Laws, 1981). 
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs Study Committee
The C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs Study Committee 
(Study Committee) was a subcommittee of t h e  Teacher 
Education Advisory Committee. B e th  Nelson, Chairman of  th e  
Advisory Committee, appoin ted  t h e  Study Committee to rev iew  
c u r ren t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  and to recommend new 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  as w e l l  as the S tandards  fo r  
Approval o f  Teacher P r e p a ra t io n  Programs ( Jo n es ,  Note 2 ) .
L im i ta t i o n s
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study were not g e n e ra l i z a b l e  t o  th e  
whole p o p u la t io n .  T here  was no a t tem pt  to  randomize the  
in te rv iew ee s  or g roups  they r e p r e s e n te d .  In te rv iew ees  d id  
not r e p r e s e n t  every group t h a t  d i d  or could have taken p a r t  
in the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s io n  p r o c e s s .  In  ob ta in ing  d a t a ,  
the purpose  was not  t o  contact  ea ch  group t h a t  at tempted to  
in f lu e n c e  the Board o f  Education ,  but to c o n t a c t  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of g roups  w i th in  the  spectrum of groups 
a t te m p t in g  to  exe r t  in f lu en c e .
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The y ea rs  1958 through 1960 were inc luded  in  th e  s tudy  
because of  the  s i m i l a r i t y  w ith  even ts  which occurred i n  the  
yea rs  1978 through 1982. I t  was not  the  purpose of t h i s  
s tudy  to  inc lude  an indep th  a n a l y s i s  of th e  in f lu e n c e s  
occu rr in g  in  1958 through 1960.
Overview
Chapter  2 co n ta in s  the  review of  the  l i t e r a t u r e  w i th  a 
ch ro n o lo g ic a l  review of even ts  a p p l i c a b l e  to  t h i s  s tu d y .
The methodology in c lu d in g  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  in te rv ie w  
ins t rum en t  and da ta  g a th e r in g  p rocedures  i s  in  Chapter 3- 
Chapter 4 c o n ta in s  the  a n a l y s i s  of r e s u l t s  and the 
d i s c u s s io n ;  the  summary and conc lus ions  a r e  in  Chapter 5.
Chap te r  2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A r t i c l e s ,  books, l e g i s l a t i v e  enactments ,  r e s o l u t i o n s ,  
and s t a t e  p u b l i c a t i o n s  on c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and the t e a c h e r  
t r a i n i n g  p rocess  were reviewed. The review of the  
l i t e r a t u r e  was d iv id ed  in  two p a r t s .  F i r s t ,  s e l e c t e d  
a r t i c l e s  and books which p rov ide  op in ions  or r e s e a r c h  on the  
te a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  i s s u e  and th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  debate were 
reviewed. Secondly ,  a ch ro n o lo g ic a l  review of e v e n t s ,  
l e g i s l a t i o n ,  p u b l ic  documents, and r e g io n a l  p u b l i c a t i o n s  was 
in c lu d ed .
L i t e r a t u r e  and Research on Teacher C e r t i f i c a t i o n
and T r a in in g
A review of  th e  genera l  l i t e r a t u r e  co n ta in ed  op in io n  on 
the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocedures .  However, r e s e a r c h  on 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocedures  was minimal.
In  1970 Don D avis ,  A sso c ia te  Commissioner f o r  
E d u ca t io n a l  P e rsonne l  Development in the  U.S. O f f ic e  of  
Education  (quoted by Arend, 1973) ,  c r i t i c i z e d  t e a c h e r  
educa t ion  f o r  no t  p rov id ing  t e a c h e r s  w ith  a p p r o p r i a t e  
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  te ch n iq u es  and f o r  not  t r a i n i n g  t e a c h e r s  t o  be 
s e n s i t i v e  to  c h i l d r e n ' s  needs. According to  S i lberman 
(1970),  t e a c h e r s  c i t e d  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  a s  in d i s p e n s a b le  and 
the  most v a lu ab le  component o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  ed u c a t io n .  
However, S ilberman c r i t i c i z e d  s tu d e n t  t e a c h in g  because
i n a p p ro p r i a t e  t e a c h in g  techn iques  were ta u g h t  in  s tu d e n t  
te ach in g  a s  well  as  a p p r o p r i a t e  t e c h n iq u e s .  Coopera t ing  
t e a c h e rs  and c o l l e g e  su p e rv i s o r s  d id  n o t  have the  t r a i n i n g  
needed o r  the time to  a s s i s t  e f f e c t i v e l y  s tu d e n t  t e a c h e r s .  
Other problems (S ilberm an,  1970) a s s o c i a t e d  w ith  s tu d e n t  
teach ing  inc luded :  c o l l e g e  s u p e rv i s o r s  not hav ing  taugh t
the s u b j e c t  or be ing  ou t  of  teach ing  too  long; c o l l e g e  
s u p e rv i s o r s  r a r e l y  had s t a t u s  as f u l l t i m e  f a c u l t y  members, 
and t e a c h e r  ed u ca t io n  was underf inanced .  Moreover, t e a ch e r  
educa t ion  i n s t i t u t i o n s  r ece iv ed  l e s s  funding than  o the r  
i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and ed u c a t io n  departments  r e ce iv e d  a lower 
p o r t io n  o f  funding w i th in  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  Waiting u n t i l  
the  s e n i o r  year  f o r  s tu d e n t  teach ing  was b e l ie v e d  to  be a 
m is take because i t  would be too l a t e  f o r  s tu d e n t s  to  change 
t h e i r  co u rse  of s tudy  i f  they  did no t  l i k e  t e ac h in g .
Koerner (1963) c r i t i c i z e d  te a c h e r  educa t ion  and 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem en ts  because t e a c h e r s  sp e n t  too much 
time in  educa t ion  c o u r s e s .  During many d i s c u s s io n s  of t h i s  
c r i t i c i s m ,  the  c o n f l i c t  between l i b e r a l  a r t s  and educa t ion  
f a c u l t i e s  was u s u a l ly  mentioned. According to  Conant 
(1963),  an o f ten  overlooked f a c t  was t h a t  t e a c h e r s  and 
a d m in i s t r a to r s  sp e n t  more time in  l i b e r a l  a r t s  c l a s s e s  than 
in  ed u ca t io n  c l a s s e s .  Even so, many l i b e r a l  a r t s  p r o f e s s o r s  
had not p laced  much va lue  on educa t ion  d eg rees .  L ib e ra l  
a r t s  p r o f e s s o r s  a c t u a l l y  knew very l i t t l e  about educa t ion
c o u rse s .  L ib e ra l  a r t s  p r o f e s s o r s  were a l s o  i r r i t a t e d  by 
educa t ion  p r o f e s s o r s  who c la im ed  t h a t  only educa t ion  
p r o f e s s o r s  knew what c o n s t i t u t e d  e f f e c t i v e  te a c h in g .
L ib e ra l  a r t s  p r o f e s s o r s  viewed the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
requ irem en ts  as a p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  d e l e t i o n  of  educa t ion  
courses  which r e s u l t e d  in more job s e c u r i t y  f o r  educa t ion  
p r o f e s s o r s .  The c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem ents  were a source  of  
antagonism between educa t ion  and noneducation  p r o f e s s o r s .  
S tudent c r i t i c i s m  of  ed u ca t io n  courses  was probably  due in  
p a r t  to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  the  co u rse s  were r e q u i r e d  and the  
s tu d e n t  may have been in f lu e n c e d  by academic p r o fe s s o r s  who 
were c r i t i c a l  o f  educa t ion  co u rse s  (Conant,  1963).
S ilberman (1970) r e f e r r e d  to  problems reg a rd in g  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  programs. I f  t e a c h e r s  were poor ly  educated ,  
then s tu d e n t s  in  o th e r  majors  were a l s o  poor ly  educated .
His i n v e s t i g a t i o n  revea led  t h a t  a l l  s t u d e n t s ,  educa t ion  and 
noneducation  m ajors ,  took th e  m a jo r i ty  of  t h e i r  courses  in  
the l i b e r a l  a r t s  depa r tm ents .  Some t e a c h e r  c o l l e g e s  
r eq u ired  more academic p r e p a r a t io n  than d id  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
i n s t i t u t i o n s .  I f  th e re  was a  problem w ith  t e a c h e r  
ed u c a t io n ,  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  f a c u l t y  must sha re  in  the  blame. 
Pa r t  of  th e  problem of  r e c r u i t i n g  q u a l i t y  c a n d id a te s  to  
teach ing  was t h a t  l i b e r a l  a r t s  and s c ien c e  p ro fe s s o r s  
d iscouraged  s tu d e n t s  from e n t e r i n g  educa t ion  when the  
t r a i n i n g  of  t e a c h e r s  should have been cons ide red  a
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r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of a l l  departm ents .
I f  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  should be changed, what changes 
should  be made? According to  Silberman (1970), th e  
recommended changes ranged from making p r o f e s s io n a l  
educa t ion  a p a r t  of the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  program to  s t r e s s i n g  
s p e c i a l i z e d  p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion .  S t a t e  departm ents  of 
ed uca t ion ,  and te ach e r  and a d m in i s t r a t o r  o r g a n iz a t io n s  
worked to  m a in ta in  the  course  o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s tu d y  in  
educa t ion  as  a requirem ent fo r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  Some 
p r o f e s s i o n a l  educat ion  c r i t i c s  argued t h a t  any degreed 
i n d iv i d u a l  could  l e a rn  how to  teach  by on the job  exper ience  
(S ilberman,  1970). Wise (1979) observed t h a t  t h e  reason 
laymen though t  they or o th e r s  with c o l l e g e  ed u ca t io n  were 
ex p e r t s  was due to  t h e i r  f a m i l i a r i t y  w ith  ed u ca t io n  s in c e  
they  had been in  the c lassroom  as s tu d e n t s  and had the  
p e rc e p t io n  t h a t  s p e c i a l  knowledge of  methodology was not 
needed.
Conant (1963) in  th e  Education o f  American Teachers 
a l s o  c i t e d  th e  in f lu e n c e  of educa to r  groups on maintenance 
o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .  According to Conant,  t e a ch e r  
groups had s t ro n g  i n t e r e s t  in  m a in ta in in g  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
educa t ion  co u rse s  because t h a t  was th e  t r a i n i n g  t h a t  
d i s t i n g u i s h e d  them from o th e r  groups, and i t  c o n t r o l l e d  who 
en te re d  the  p ro fe s s io n .  I f  any i n d iv i d u a l  with an 
underg radua te  degree was allowed to  t e a c h ,  s a l a r i e s  could
p o s s ib ly  be decreased .  Conant b e l i e v e d  tha t  c e r t i f y i n g  
bodies  had been r e sp o n s iv e  to  concerns  about t h e  p o ss ib le  
d e f i c i e n c y  in  the  number o f  l i b e r a l  a r t s  courses  s in c e  most 
r e c e n t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n s  had in c re ased  th e  number of 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  co u rse s .  However, he d id  not b e l i e v e  th a t  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  were e f f e c t i v e  in  p rov id ing  q u a l i ty  
te a c h in g .  There was no d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the 
r e g u l a t i o n s  and te ach e r  q u a l i t y  or educa t ion  program 
q u a l i t y .  The c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  were im p r a c t i c a l  fo r  
school  d i v i s i o n s  to  fo l lo w  and ev as io n  was a common 
occu rrence .  Conant (1963) found no evidence t h a t  teache r  
q u a l i t y  was improved by any s p e c i f i c  course .
Conant (1963) recommended (a) t h a t  s tudent  teach in g  
become the  b a s i s  of c e r t i f i c a t i o n  w i th  time f o r  o bse rva t ion  
and guidance from school system and c o l l e g e  p e r s o n n e l ,  (b) 
t h a t  p u b l ic  school systems and s t a t e s  become more involved 
in  the  s tu d e n t  teach ing  p ro cess ,  (c)  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  be 
r e c r u i t e d  from the top t h i r d  of h igh school s e n i o r s ,  and (d) 
t h a t  s tu d e n t  te ach e rs  be superv ised  by experienced school 
t e a c h e rs  who held  u n i v e r s i t y  f a c u l ty  s t a t u s .
Another c r i t i c  whose work was pub l ished  th e  same year 
a s  Conant’ s was Koerner (1963) who w ro te  the The 
M iseduca tion  of American Teachers.  Some of h is  c r i t i c i s m s  
m ir ro red  th o se  of Conant and Silberman. He c r i t i c i z e d  
educa t ion  c o u r s e s ,  the  academic c a l i b e r  of e d u c a t io n
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s t u d e n t s ,  the  q u a l i t y  of e d u c a t io n  f a c u l t y ,  the  increased  
number of  r e q u i r e d  education c o u r s e s ,  freshman and sophomore 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  c o u r s e s ,  and the  l a c k  of a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
te a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  programs and jo b  performance.
Koerner a l s o  in d ica ted  t h a t  s tu d ie s  showed th a t  
ed u c a t io n  s tu d e n t s  measured below average on s tandard ized  
t e s t s  a s  compared to  s tuden ts  i n  o the r  f i e l d s .  Koerner 
b e l i e v e d  th a t  ve ry  l i t t l e  was known about th e  p rep a ra t io n  of 
t e a c h e r s .
The Study Commission on Undergraduate  Education and the  
Education  of  Teachers  found t h a t  (a)  a m a jo r i ty  of high 
school te ach e rs  were d i s s a t i s f i e d  with ed u ca t io n  courses ,
(b) s tu d e n t s  p r e f e r r e d  e a r l i e r  expe r iences  i n  the classroom,
(c) s tu d e n t s  ag reed  th a t  s t u d e n t  teach ing  needed to  be 
longer  than  a few weeks (Levenson and S p i l l a n e ,  1976).
Levenson and S p i l lan e  (1976) had more confidence t h a t  
the p u b l i c  school  could provide  s tu d e n ts  w i th  teacher  
t r a i n i n g  as opposed to  c o l l e g e s .  Teachers and 
a d m in i s t r a to r s  i n  the  school were the a p p ro p r i a t e  
i n d iv i d u a l s  to t r a i n  s tudent  t e a c h e r s .  The school was a l s o  
the a p p r o p r i a t e  p la c e  for  p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  
t r a i n i n g  p ro ced u res .
S t i l e s  (1974) and Freeman (1977) c r i t i c i z e d  the 
c o u r s e - c r e d i t  sys tem of c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and th e  var iance  in  
programs between c o l le g e s .  S t i l e s  (1974) mainta ined t h a t
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c e r t i f i c a t i o n  was f a i l i n g  b ec au se  i t s  u n d e r ly in g  t e a c h i n g  
performance ev idence  was i n v a l i d ,  and th e  p ro fe s s io n  had not 
ac ce p te d  t e ach e r  education a s  a high p r i o r i t y .  There was 
not a dependable  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between th e  c o u r s e - c r e d i t  
system o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and t e a c h e r  performance.  Knowledge 
of s u b j e c t  m a t te r  did not g u a ra n te e  high t e a c h e r  q u a l i t y .  
D i f f e r e n c e s  between c o l le g e s ,  s tu d e n t s ,  p r o f e s s o r s ,  and 
programs were so v a s t  th a t  t h e r e  was no a s su ra n ce  t h a t  
s t a n d a r d s  had been met. Freeman (1977) in d ic a t e d  t h a t  
r e c e n t  r e s e a r c h  suggested t h a t  teach ing  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  was 
more a f u n c t io n  o f  the i n d i v i d u a l ,  the s t u d e n t s  being 
ta u g h t ,  and the  environment t h a n  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  with t e a c h e r  
t r a i n i n g .
The s tu d e n t  teach ing  component of programs v a r i e d  in  
the amount of c o n t a c t  from c o l l e g e  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  the l e n g t h  
of s t u d e n t  t e a c h i n g ,  the amount of t e a c h i n g ,  and the  method 
of  o b se rv in g  s t u d e n t  t e a c h e r s .  The approved program format 
t r a n s f e r r e d  co u n t in g  c r e d i t s  i n  the  c e r t i f y i n g  a g e n c ie s  to 
the  c o l l e g e s .  The course c r e d i t  was th e  evidence used  by 
c o l l e g e s  to  v e r i f y  knowledge o f  con ten t  and s k i l l s  f o r  
t e a c h in g  ( S t i l e s ,  1974). Freeman (1977) expanded on t h i s  
theme by c la im ing  t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  req u irem en ts  were 
developed by u s in g  the c o l l e g e  c r e d i t  hour  t o  express  t h e  
req u i rem e n t  of what a te ach e r  needed to  know. Once i t  was 
de te rm ined  t h a t  an elementary te a ch e r  s h o u ld  have a
knowledge of mathem atics ,  t h i s  was expressed  in  a c e r t a i n  
number of r e q u i r e d  hours  of  mathematics .  Connecting the 
c r e d i t  hour to  d e s i re d  knowledge was a b s t r a c t  and not 
n e c e s s a r i l y  r e l a t e d  to  e f f e c t i v e  t e a c h in g .  The c r e d i t  hour 
was more u s e fu l  as a c o l l e g e  management ins t rum ent  than i t  
was f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  I t  was not  des igned fo r  use in 
v e r i f y i n g  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s t a t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
concerns and p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t e a c h e r s .  C red i t  hour 
requ irem ents  had been formula ted  t o  s ta n d a rd iz e  te ach e r  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r a t h e r  than  to  de te rm ine  what was a p p ro p r i a t e  
fo r  q u a l i t y  teach in g  (Freeman, 1977).
S t i l e s  (1974) c la im ed th a t  t h e  system f a i l e d  because 
t r a n s c r i p t s  were not v a l i d  i n d i c a t o r s  of su c c e s s fu l  
te a c h in g .  Teacher c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f a i l e d  because i t  was 
improperly conceived and was o p e ra te d  by s t a t e s  r a t h e r  than 
the  teach in g  p r o f e s s io n .  I t  a l so  f a i l e d  because i t  did not  
sc reen  out those  who were not p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  or p e r so n a l ly  
s u i t a b l e  fo r  te ach in g .  Quali ty  c o n t r o l s  were not  
m ainta ined to  in su re  t h a t  c u r ren t  knowledge and s k i l l s  of 
t e a c h e r s  did not become o b s o le s c e n t .  The renewing of a 
c e r t i f i c a t e  had the same weakness, s in c e  i t  r eq u i r ed  c o l l e g e  
c r e d i t  hours w ithout  any p r o f e s s i o n a l  competence 
requ irem en t .  Teacher c e r t i f i c a t i o n  ac ted  as a d e t e r r e n t  to  
e n t e r in g  teach ing  because the h ig h ly  competent were not 
a t t r a c t e d  by low s t a n d a r d s .  School systems did not  view
obtainment of c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s ta n d a rd s  as  an i n d i c a t o r  of 
competence, s in c e  they  employed t e a c h e r s  who d id  not  f u l l y  
meet c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s t a n d a rd s .  The p u b l ic  d id  not  unders tand  
why the  te ach in g  p r o f e s s io n  could  not  develop a 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  system which would p r o h i b i t  the  e n t ry  of 
incompetent t e a c h e r s .  S t i l e s  (1974) recommended r e p la c in g  
c r e d i t - c o u n t i n g  w i th  performance s ta n d a rd s  to  judge 
p r o f e s s i o n a l  competence in  the  c lassroom. S t i l e s  d id  not  
mention t h a t  some o f  the  t e a c h e r s  who did  no t  meet 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s t a n d a rd s  were employed because employers 
could no t  f in d  c e r t i f i e d  (endorsed)  t e a c h e r s  to  f i l l  c e r t a i n  
p o s i t i o n s .
In  an in te rv ie w  on N at iona l  Pub l ic  Radio, E rn e s t  Boyer, 
former U.S. Commissioner of  Educa t ion ,  c laimed t h a t  t e ach e r  
p r e p a r a t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  had a monopoly and were a l s o  l e s s  
s e l e c t i v e  than o th e r  d iv i s i o n s  w i th in  c o l l e g e s  (Teaching, 
1982). He a l s o  s t a t e d  t h a t  te a c h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  made l i t t l e  
d i f f e r e n c e .  He advocated  copying the  idea  of  the  pre-med 
programs and beg inn ing  t r a i n i n g  p r i o r  to  the  s e n io r  y ea r .  
P a r t  of  the  problem w ith  educa t ion  was t h a t  the  l e a d e r s h ip  
in  the  schoo ls  o f  e d u ca t io n  d id  no t  co n s id e r  te a ch e r  
t r a i n i n g  as  im por tan t  as  d o c to r a l  d i s s e r t a t i o n s  and 
r e s e a r c h .  One reason  t h a t  schoo ls  o f  educa t ion  were not 
o b ta in in g  good r e c r u i t s  was t h a t  th e  t r a i n i n g  was not 
co n s id e red  an e x c i t i n g  p ro ce s s ,  the  p r o f e s s o r s  d id  not
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compare favo rab ly  w i th  o th e r  depar tm ents ,  and the ev en tu a l  
te ach in g  s a l a r y  was low (Teaching,  1982).
P e le d e r ,  H a l l i s ,  and Houston (1981) a l s o  recogn ized  the  
problems of  ed u ca t io n  f a c u l ty  i n  t h e i r  e v a lu a t io n  o f  the  
U n iv e r s i t y  of Houston te ach e r  educa t ion  program. The reward 
system in  most c o l l e g e s  d iscouraged  beh av io rs  needed in  the  
development of improved te ac h e r  educa t ion  programs. The 
r e s e a r c h  in  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  was minimal and th e re  had been 
no v a l i d a t i o n  of t h e  connection  between t e a c h e r  performance 
and s tu d e n t  achievement.
H o fs ta d te r  (1962) reviewed te a c h e r  ed u c a t io n  and had 
some o f  the  same c r i t i c i s m s  a l r e a d y  mentioned. He observed 
th a t  th o s e  who e n t e r e d  teach in g  who had th e  most a b i l i t y  
planned to  e v e n tu a l ly  e n te r  e d u c a t io n a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  or  
leave  educa t ion  a f t e r  a few y e a r s .  He a l s o  noted t h a t  i t  
would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  f in d  enough h igh ly  q u a l i f i e d  t e a c h e r s  
to  work in  pu b l ic  sch o o ls  s in c e  th e  f i n a n c i a l  i n c e n t iv e s  
were n o t  a t t r a c t i v e .
Howsam j u s t i f i e d  p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  cou rses  by 
s t a t i n g  t h a t  " t h e r e  i s  a body o f  knowledge and a r e p e r t o i r e  
of b ehav io r  and s k i l l s  t h a t  a r e  v a s t l y  more u se fu l  than 
p e rso n a l  exper ience  alone" (Howsam, 1981, p .  146). Gideonse 
(1982) advocated upgrading  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  by m a in ta in in g  
th a t  t e a c h e r s  in  a d d i t i o n  to  having  a g e n e ra l  educa t ion  or 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  background a l s o  needed to  be f a m i l i a r  with
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p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  r e s e a r c h .  Four yea rs  was n o t  an 
adequate  pe r iod  o f  time and the  r e s o u rc e s  a v a i l a b l e  were 
a l s o  inadequa te .  His answer to  i n c r e a s in g  ed u ca t io n  
knowledge f o r  p o t e n t i a l  t e a c h e r s  was a p o s tb a c c a la u re a te  
program. Robert  S p i l l a n e  (1982) in  response  to  Gideonse 
m ain ta ined  t h a t  th e re  had been no advance in  the  l a s t  twenty 
y ea rs  in  the  knowledge base  f o r  t e a c h e r  educa t ion .
In  the  1970 's  Medley conducted r e s e a r c h  on t e a c h e r  
t r a i n i n g .  He s t a t e d  (1973) t h a t  we were not c a p ab le  of 
de te rm in ing  whether s tu d e n t s  " le a rn  more from a t e a c h e r  
t r a i n e d  in  a p a r t i c u l a r  way than they would have 
le a rn e d  . . .  i f  he had no t  been t r a i n e d  t h a t  way" (p.  3). 
The evidence was l im i t e d  on the in f lu e n c e  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  had 
on l e a r n in g  because of d i f f i c u l t y  in  o b ta in in g  t h a t  evidence 
(Medley, 1972). The ev idence was a l s o  l im i te d  on whether or 
not t r a i n e d  te a c h e r s  were more e f f e c t i v e  than l i b e r a l  a r t s  
g rad u a te s  (Medley, 1973)- Medley mentioned t h a t  Popham had 
provided  evidence t h a t  t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  
between the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d  and 
u n t r a in e d  te a c h e r s .
Medley, Soar ,  and Soar (1975) c r i t i c i z e d  e v a lu a t in g  
t e a c h e r s  through p u p i l  t e s t i n g .  Medley conducted re se a rch  
on e f f e c t i v e  and i n e f f e c t i v e  te a c h e rs  on high and low SES 
s tu d e n t s .  The r e s e a r c h  sugges ted  t h a t  te a c h e rs  may have to 
l e a r n  d i f f e r e n t  s t r a t e g i e s  depending on the  background of
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the  s tu d e n t s .
In  Popham's (1971) r e s e a r c h  mentioned by Medley (1973),  
Popham hypo thes ized  t h a t  "performance t e s t s  a t  l e a s t  ought 
to  be ab le  to  d i s c r im in a te  between experienced  t e a c h e r s  and 
non teache rs  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  accomplish 
p r e s p e c i f i e d  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s "  (p .  109). Popham 
t e s t e d  28 p a i r s  o f  au to  mechanics t e a c h e rs  and n o n te ac h e rs ,  
16 e l e c t r o n i c s  p a i r s ,  and 13 s o c i a l  s t u d i e s  p a i r s .  A l l  of 
th e  t e a c h e rs  in  each group had a teach ing  c e r t i f i c a t e  and a t  
l e a s t  two years  o f  expe r ience .  None of  th e  non teachers  had 
any teach in g  ex p e r ien ce  or ed u c a t io n  coursework but d id  have 
some knowledge o f  th e  s u b je c t  t o  be t a u g h t .  The e l e c t r o n i c s  
and au to  mechanics s tu d e n ts  were p re -  and p o s t - t e s t e d  w i th  
n ine  hours of i n s t r u c t i o n  between t e s t s .  The s o c ia l  s t u d i e s  
s tu d e n t s  had fo u r  hours of i n s t r u c t i o n  and no p r e - t e s t  
because  they were randomly a s s ig n e d .  Popham found no 
s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between te ach e r  and nonteacher  
c l a s s e s  in  a f f e c t i v e  pup i l  r e a c t i o n s .  He found no p ro o f  
t h a t  experienced t e a c h e r s  promoted achievement of 
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  more than  did n o n te ach e rs .  One 
e x p la n a t io n  he forwarded f o r  t h e  r e s u l t s  was t h a t  t e a c h e r s  
were no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  s k i l l e d  a t  causing p r e s p e c i f i e d  l e a r n e r  
b eh av io r  changes. The t e a c h e r s  were more concerned w i th  
c o v e r in g  c o n ten t ,  m a in ta in ing  o rd e r ,  and exposing s t u d e n t s  
to  knowledge. Popham (1971) concluded t h a t  in  promoting
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l e a r n e r  a t t a in m e n t  w ith  g iven  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s ,  
t e a c h e r s  did no t  perform b e t t e r  than n o n te a c h e rs .
I n  rev iew ing  th e  s tu d e n t  te ac h in g  e x p e r i e n c e ,  s e v e r a l  
s t u d i e s  (B en e d ic t ,  1977; James, 1973; Young, 1961) showed 
th e r e  was a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between e f f e c t i v e  s t u d e n t  
t e a c h in g  and h igh  c o l l e g e  g rade  p o in t  a v e ra g e ;  th e re  was a 
p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between th e  l e a s t  e f f e c t i v e  g roups and 
low g rad e  po in t  a v e ra g e s .  Grade po in t  a v e ra g es  were n o t  a 
s u i t a b l e  success  p r e d i c t o r  f o r  middle range  grade p o in t  
a v e ra g e s .
I n  a B a l t im ore  County, Maryland s tu d y  on se co n d -y ea r  
t e a c h e r s ,  i t  was r e v e a le d  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  who did  t h e i r  
s t u d e n t  te ac h in g  i n  Ba l t im ore  County were r a t e d  more 
e f f e c t i v e  than th o s e  who d id  n o t  s tu d e n t  te a c h  th e re  (Arend, 
1973). This may on ly  show t h a t  f a m i l i a r i t y  w i th  a s c h o o l  
system h e lp s  in  o b t a in in g  h ig h e r  e v a lu a t io n s  and d e c re a s e s  
the amount of o r i e n t a t i o n  needed in  the  second year  of  
t e a c h i n g .
Johnson (197*0 found no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  based  on l e n g th  o f  s tu d e n t  t e a c h in g .  T eachers  
who had longe r  s t u d e n t  t e a c h in g  e x p e r ien c e s  (one year)  r a t e d  
t h e i r  ex p e r ien ce  a s  being more e f f e c t i v e  th a n  d id  th o se  who 
s tu d e n t  ta u g h t  f o r  one q u a r t e r .  E l l i o t  (1975) found t h a t  
p r e - s t u d e n t  t e a c h in g  e x p e r i e n c e s  did have a s i g n i f i c a n t  
p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t  on t h e i r  o p in io n s  of s tu d e n t  t e a ch in g .
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Length o f  s tu d e n t  t e a c h in g  and a d d i t i o n a l  classroom 
exper iences  a f f e c t e d  t e a c h e r  a t t i t u d e s  in  a p o s i t i v e  manner 
but did no t  a f f e c t  t e a c h in g  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  Freimarck (1971) 
found t h a t  n e i t h e r  methods co u rse s  nor s t u d e n t  teach in g  had 
s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  on ed u c a t io n a l  and p h i lo s o p h ic a l  s t u d e n t  
b e l i e f s .
S e v e ra l  s tu d i e s  in d i c a t e d  a s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  
a s s o c i a t i o n  between th e  t e a c h e r ' s  verba l  a b i l i t y  and p u p i l  
achievement (Bowles and Levin, 1968; Coleman, 1966; G u th r ie ,  
1971; Vance, 1982) .  O ther  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  had not  been 
s u c c e s s fu l  in  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s tu d e n t  
achievement and te a c h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The e x i s t i n g  
re sea rch  d esc r ib ed  what e f f e c t i v e  te a c h e rs  d id  in  the  
classroom (Vance, 1982).  A dd i t iona l  r e s e a r c h  showed t h a t  i t  
might be p o s s i b l e  to  t r a i n  t e a c h e r s  to e x h i b i t  those 
behaviors  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  in c re a se d  s tu d e n t  achievement 
(Brophy, 1982).
C r i t i c s  of  the p r e s e n t  s t a t u s  of c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and 
teache r  educa t ion  c r i t i c i z e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e c i p r o c i t y  
programs. The N a t io n a l  Council  fo r  A c c r e d i t a t i o n  f o r  
Teacher Education  (NCATE) and th e  N at iona l  A sso c ia t io n  of  
S ta te  D i r e c t o r s  of Teacher  Education and C e r t i f i c a t i o n  
(NASDTEC) were c r i t i c i z e d  because these  programs p e rp e tu a te d  
the problems with t e a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  a s  w e l l  as e x e r t e d  
co n t ro l  (Clapp, 1963; S t i l e s ,  1974).
Review of L e g i s l a t i o n ,  P u b l ic  Documents, O r ig in a l  
Sources ,  and Sequence of  Events
The fo l low ing  b r i e f  summary of ev e n ts  r e l a t i n g  to  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  in  V i rg in ia  i n  th e  1940's  and 1950 's  i s  
p rov ided  as an in t r o d u c t io n  to  the  even ts  which occurred  in 
1958.
The V i r g in ia  Education Commission, a l s o  known a s  the 
Denny Commission (George H. Denny, Chairman), was
e s t a b l i s h e d  by S ena te  J o i n t  R e so lu t io n  No. 11, in  1944. One
of t h e  purposes o f  the commission was to  s tudy  t e a c h e r  
e d u c a t io n ,  s e l e c t i o n ,  and t e n u r e .  The commission submitted
i t s  r e p o r t  in  1945 (Buck, 1952).
The commission recommended t h a t  t e a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  
i n s t i t u t i o n s  h e lp  with f i r s t  year  t e a c h e r s  in  p u b l ic  
s c h o o l s .  I t  a l s o  made recommendations r eg a rd in g  the  
r e c r u i t i n g  of s tu d e n t s  to  e n t e r  te ac h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  
programs. I t  sugges ted  beg inn ing  the  t e a c h e r  r e c r u i t i n g  
p ro c e s s  while i n d iv i d u a l s  were s t i l l  i n  h igh  school using 
r e s u l t s  of s ta n d a rd ize d  t e s t s ,  grade p o i n t  av e rag es ,  and 
in fo rm a t io n  on th e  s t u d e n t ' s  c h a r a c t e r ,  and c a r e f u l l y  
r e c r u i t i n g  t e a c h e r s  during t h e i r  f i r s t  two yea rs  o f  c o l le g e .  
Those who did n o t  perform w e l l  during t h e i r  f i r s t  two years 
of c o l l e g e  would be forced o u t  of t e a c h e r  educa t ion  
( V i r g i n i a ,  Teacher T ra in in g ,  1945). The commission a l s o  
recommended t h a t  c o l le g e s  become more s e l e c t i v e  in  adm it t ing
s tu d e n t s  to  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  schools  and r e q u i r e  a h ig h e r  
grade p o in t  ave rage  while in  c o l l e g e  (Buck, 1952). S tuden ts  
should  be r e q u i r e d  to  take  psychology c o u r s e s  during t h e i r  
sophomore y ea r ,  b a s a l  educa t ion  courses  d u r ing  t h e i r  ju n io r  
y ea r ,  and have con t inuous  c o n t a c t  with c h i l d r e n .  The r e p o r t  
recogn ized  t h a t  th e  se n io r  y ea r  was too l a t e  both f o r  the  
s tu d e n t  and the  s t a t e  to drop the  p o t e n t i a l l y  i n e f f e c t i v e  
t e a c h e r .  The i n e f f e c t i v e  t e a c h e r  should be dropped p r i o r  to 
s tu d e n t  teach ing  (V i rg in i a ,  Teacher T ra in in g ,  1945). The 
commission c r i t i c i z e d  the number of l i b e r a l  a r t s  c o u r se s  
which te ach e r  t r a i n i n g  c a n d id a te s  took (Buck, 1952).
The f i r s t  r e v i s i o n  of  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  to 
occur a f t e r  the commission r e p o r t ,  was adopted  by the  Board 
of  Education  in  1950. The fo l low ing  were some of the  
changes made: s t a t e  minimum s u b je c t  endorsement
requ irem en ts  were in c re a se d ;  a two-year p ro b a t io n a ry  pe r iod  
was adopted;  th e  p r o f e s s io n a l  education  requ irem en ts  were 
in c re a s e d  fo r  e lem entary  m a jo rs ,  and e lem entary  s tu d e n t  
t e a c h in g  grade l e v e l s  were s p e c i f i e d  (Buck, 1952). Those 
changes were p a r t  of  the  b a s i s  fo r  f u tu r e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e g u l a t i o n s  ( V i r g in i a ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  R e g u la t io n s ,  1978; 
1982) .
In  1956 the  Board aga in  au th o r iz ed  th e  D iv is ion  o f  
Teacher Education to  s tudy th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  and 
make recommendations (V i rg in i a ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  R eg u la t io n s ,
1960). Controversy  and l e g i s l a t i v e  in p u t  surrounded the  
ad o p t io n  of the  r e g u l a t i o n s .  A f te r  a d i s c u s s io n  w ith  
s e v e r a l  U n iv e r s i ty  o f  V i r g in i a  p r o f e s s o r s ,  Senator  E. 0. 
McCue o f  C h a r l o t t e s v i l l e  in t roduced  a b i l l  which would 
p r o h i b i t  the  Board of  Education  from r e f u s i n g  to i s s u e  a 
c e r t i f i c a t e  to a l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te .  He sa id  t h a t  the  
purpose of  the b i l l  was " ' t o  t r y  to  g e t  back to th e  people 
who know the s u b j e c t . 1 He s a i d  i t  would enable s c h o o ls  to 
employ well  educated people who did not  ta k e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
t e a c h in g  courses"  ( U. Va. Dean, p. 4 ) .
Davis Y. P a s c h a l l ,  S up er in ten d en t  o f  Publ ic  I n s t r u c t i o n  
in  1958, prepared  new c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  w i th  a 
review committee composed of  l o c a l  s u p e r in t e n d e n t s ,  school 
board members, c o l l e g e  p r e s i d e n t s ,  and department s t a f f  fo r  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  to  th e  Board of  Education when the l e g i s l a t i v e  
c o n t ro v e rsy  occurred  ( V i r g in i a ,  Minutes. February 27, 1958). 
As a r e s u l t  of th e  p r e s s u re  from the Genera l  Assembly, 
P a s c h a l l ' s  goal was to  m a in ta in  s ta n d a rd s  (P a s c h a l l ,  Note 
3) .
P a s c h a l l  t e s t i f i e d  a g a i n s t  the  McCue b i l l  b e fo r e  the  
Senate  Education Committee. He announced t h a t  he would seek 
an in c r e a s e  in  th e  hours  r e q u i r e d  in  th e  s u b je c t  f i e l d  fo r  
s p e c i f i c  s u b je c t  a r e a  endorsements and dec rease  th e  r eq u i r ed  
number o f  educa t ion  co u r se s .  However, he defended educa t ion  
co u rse s  in  methodology, c h i l d  and a d o le s c e n t  psychology, and
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s tu d e n t  t e a c h in g .  McCue defended h i s  b i l l  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  
e l im in a t in g  educa t ion  co u rse s  f o r  h igh  school t e a c h e r s  would 
in c re a se  th e  number o f  a v a i l a b l e  t e a c h e r s  in a time o f  acu te  
sho r tage .  R e t i r e d  c o l l e g e  p r o fe s s o r s  would te ach  in  the  
p u b l ic  s c h o o ls  i f  they  d id  not have to  take p r o f e s s i o n a l  
educat ion  c o u r s e s .  The committee a l s o  heard te s t im ony  from 
E. J .  Oglesby, a U n iv e r s i t y  of V i r g i n i a  mathematics 
p ro fe s s o r ,  who s t a t e d  t h a t  educa t ion  courses  weVe not 
necessary  f o r  high schoo l  te a c h e rs  (Jones ,  February  12, 
1958).
A d d i t io n a l  arguments used by educa to rs  who opposed the 
McCue b i l l  were: (a)  College  p r o f e s s o r s  who wanted to  teach
would not l e a v e  c o l l e g e  te ach in g .  (b) Education cou rse s  
provided t e a c h e r s  w ith  conf idence .  (c)  The McCue b i l l  would 
in c re a se  th e  elementary  teache r  s h o r t a g e ,  (d) S uper in ten d ­
e n t s  a l re ad y  h i red  a l l  th o se  g rad u a te s  i n t e r e s t e d  in  
teach ing  even i f  they d id  not  have p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  
cou rse s .  (e )  The e l im in a t io n  of p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  
requ irem en ts  would only  a t t r a c t  th o s e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g radua tes  
who could n o t  f ind  o t h e r  jobs  (Hyde, February 23, 1958).
Both educa t ion  and l i b e r a l  a r t s  p ro fe s s o r s  wanted 
education  s tu d e n t s  to  spend more t ime in  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  
a r e a s .  Some educa t ion  p ro fe s s o r s  were advoca t ing  a f i f t h  
yea r  for  t h e  teacher  t r a i n i n g  program (Hyde, February  27, 
1958).
At the February  27» 1958 Board o f  Educat ion  meeting,  
P a s c h a l l  recommended the  r e v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  
which reduced p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  hours f o r  the 
C o l l e g i a t e  P ro f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  from 18 to  15 hours and 
r e q u i r e d  only n in e  hours in  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  to  r a i s e  
the  C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e  t o  the C o l l e g i a t e  P r o f e s s io n a l  
C e r t i f i c a t e  f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  who had two y e a r s  of 
s u c c e s s f u l  te a c h in g .  P a s c h a l l  req u es te d  s p e c i a l  approval  of 
the  p ro v is io n  t h a t  pe rm i t ted  th e  S u p e r in ten d e n t  of P u b l ic  
I n s t r u c t i o n  to  make m o d i f ic a t io n s  when recommended and 
j u s t i f i e d  by l o c a l  s u p e r in t e n d e n t s .  A f te r  an e f f o r t  t o  
e l i m i n a t e  the r e q u i r e d  p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  courses  f o r  
r a i s i n g  the C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e  to  the  C o l l e g i a t e  
P r o f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  was d e fea ted  by a fo u r  to  t h r e e  
v o te ,  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  w i th  the 
S u p e r in t e n d e n t ' s  recommended changes were approved.
The major changes in th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  
which were e f f e c t i v e  Ju ly  1, 1960 inc lu d ed  (a)  the  r e d u c t io n  
of  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  requirem ent  from 24 to 18 
s em es te r  hours f o r  elementary  t e a c h e r s ,  (b) th e  r e d u c t io n  of 
the  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educat ion  requ irem en t  from 18 to  15 
s e m e s te r  hours f o r  secondary t e a c h e r s ,  (c)  the  in c re a s e  of  
the  g e n e ra l  e d u ca t io n  requ irem ents  from 36 to  48 sem ester  
h o u r s ,  (d) the  e s tab l i sh m e n t  o f  some s p e c i f i c  s p e c i a l  
ed u c a t io n  endorsements ,  and (e )  the in c re a s e  o f  the
39
secondary endorsement requ irem en ts  i n  the f i e l d s  of E ng l ish ,  
h i s t o r y  and s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s ,  mathematics ,  b io lo g y ,  
ch e m is t ry ,  p h y s ic s ,  g e n e ra l  s c ie n c e ,  and fo re ig n  languages 
( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes,  February  27, 1958).  A f te r  the  Board 
a c t io n  the  House Education Committee amended th e  McCue b i l l  
to  conform to  th e  new c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  (Jones ,  
February  28, 1958).
S e c t io n  22-204 of th e  Code o f  V i r g in ia  then provided 
t h a t  non teache r  t r a in e d  b a c h e l o r ' s  degree p e rso n n e l  could 
have t h e i r  C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e  r a i s e d  to  th e  C o l l e g i a t e  
P r o f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  w i th  two y e a r s  of s a t i s f a c t o r y  
te ach in g  exper ience  and a maximum o f  nine sem ester  hours in 
p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion .  The a d d i t i o n a l  s tudy  could be 
waived o r  modif ied  by th e  S t a t e  S u p e r in te n d e n t  when 
recommended by a d iv i s io n  s u p e r in t e n d e n t  ( V i r g in i a ,  Acts ,  
1958). This 1958 amendment was s i m i l a r  to  th e  1981 House 
J o i n t  R e so lu t io n  No. 254 ( V i rg in i a ,  A cts ,  1981).
Sena te  J o i n t  R e so lu t io n  No. 14 (1958) c r e a t e d  a 
Commission on Pub l ic  Educat ion  to  s tu d y  p u b l ic  educa t ion  
in c lu d in g  te a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  The r e s o l u t i o n  was 
in t ro d u ced  as a r e s u l t  of  th e  1944 V i r g in i a  Education  
Commission's recommendation th a t  t h e  p u b l ic  schoo l  system be 
s tu d ie d  p e r i o d i c a l l y  ( V i r g in i a ,  A c ts ,  1958). The f i n a l  
r e p o r t  was not submitted  to  the governor  u n t i l  December 1961 
( V i r g in i a ,  V i r g in i a  S choo ls ,  1961). The recommendations
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r e g a rd in g  te a ch e r  t r a i n i n g  emphasized th e  t e a c h e r  sh o r tag e  
i s s u e  e s p e c i a l l y  in  sc ience  and fo re ig n  languages .  The 
r e p o r t  recommended t h a t  in  i t s  s e l f - s t u d y  each c o l le g e  seek  
a way to  c o n t r i b u t e  to  p u b l ic  educa t ion .
Another t e a c h e r  supply s tudy  was a u th o r iz e d  by the  
General  Assembly in  1962 (House B i l l  No. 238) r e s u l t i n g  from 
the  need f o r  more t r a i n e d  te a c h e r s  ( V i rg in i a ,  A cts ,  1962). 
The r e p o r t ,  Teachers  f o r  the  Pub l ic  Schools  of 
V i r g i n i a — P re se n t  and F u tu re ,  inc luded a review of  t e a ch e r  
p r e p a r a t io n  programs. However, the  major focus o f  the 
review was how a d d i t i o n a l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s  cou ld  be 
accommodated r a t h e r  than an emphasis in  improving q u a l i t y .  
The r e p o r t  c i t e d  a concern t h a t  t e ach e r  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s  
were o f  lower academic a b i l i t y  than s tu d e n t s  in  o the r  
f i e l d s .  Low s a l a r i e s  of  t e a c h e r s  was l i s t e d  as  a reason f o r  
the  a b l e  t e a c h e rs  l e a v in g  te ach in g  f o r  in d u s t ry  or 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  ( V i rg in i a ,  Teachers ,  1964). A f te r  the 
Genera l  Assembly a t tem pted  to  address  th e  t e ach e r  sh o r tag e  
c r i s i s  through i t s  a u th o r iz e d  s t u d i e s ,  te a ch e r  p r e p a r a t io n  
was no t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  i s su e  i n  the General  Assembly u n t i l  
1978. In  1966 the  Board of  Education r e v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e g u l a t i o n s  which took e f f e c t  on Ju ly  1, 1968 based on th e  
recommendations of a committee composed of  c o l l e g e  and 
p u b l ic  school  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  ( V i rg in i a ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  
R e g u la t io n s ,  1968).
In  1975 Wayland Jones ,  D i r e c to r  o f  th e  D iv i s io n  of  
Teacher  Education  and C e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  r e q u e s te d  A lb e r t  T. 
H a r r i s  to  develop a proposed r e v i s i o n  o f  t e a c h e r  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .  H a r r i s  was Dean of th e  School of 
E duca t ion  a t  V i r g i n i a  S t a t e  C o l lege  in  1975. The Advisory 
Committee and Jo n e s  i n s t r u c t e d  H a r r i s  to  develop proposed 
r e g u l a t i o n s  based on the  competencies  r e q u i r e d  to  t e a c h  in 
each s u b je c t  a r e a .  H a r r i s  hoped t h a t  t h i s  would r e s u l t  in a 
r e d u c t io n  of th e  emphasis on co u rse  c r e d i t s  and i n c r e a s e  the 
emphasis  on com petencies  ( H a r r i s ,  Note 4 ) .
H a r r i s  b e l i e v e d  h i s  major f u n c t io n  was t h a t  o f  
com pil ing  the v a r io u s  com petencies  r e q u i r e d  in  each 
endorsement a r e a .  The in fo rm a t io n  he o b ta in e d  in  p r e p a r in g  
th e  document came from the  Department o f  E duca t ion ,  NCATE, 
NASDTEC, Jones ,  and the  Teacher Education  Advisory 
Committee. He was a l s o  to  combine the  approved p rogram s’ 
s t a n d a r d s  and t h e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  in  one document. 
The s o c i a l  s t u d i e s ,  f o re ig n  language,  and home economics 
s e c t i o n s  w ith in  t h e  Department o f  Educa t ion  were e s p e c i a l l y  
a c t i v e  in  c o n t a c t i n g  H a r r i s  ( H a r r i s ,  Note 4 ) .
The l i b e r a l  a r t s  i s s u e  and any i s s u e  r e l a t e d  t o  types  
o f  c e r t i f i c a t e  d id  no t  concern  H a r r i s ,  s i n c e  h i s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was in  rev iew ing  and r e v i s i n g  the  endorsement 
r eq u i rem e n ts .  He viewed h i s  r o l e  as a com pile r  and 
o r g a n iz e r  of s t a n d a r d s  r a t h e r  than  a r e s e a r c h e r .  As a
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r e s u l t ,  he d id  not use r e s e a r c h  on p u p i l  achievement or 
t e a c h e r  performance. He " d i d  not have the  o p p o r tu n i ty  or 
t h e  time" to  formulate  o r  review  the  l i t e r a t u r e  t o  determine 
t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of r e s e a r c h .  A fte r  he submitted h i s  r e p o r t  
he was not in vo lved  in r e v i s i n g  the 1982 s tandards  (H arr is ,  
Note 4) .
The 1978 C e r t i f i c a t i o n  R eg u la t io n s  r e f l e c t e d  changes in  
t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  approved by the  Board o f  Education s ince 
1968 (V i rg in ia ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  R e g u la t io n s .  1978). These 
changes  were p rocedura l  and  were not  preceded by a  formal 
s t u d y  of c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .
House J o i n t  R eso lu t ion  No. 165 in  March 1978 a u th o r iz ed  
a s tu d y  of t e a c h e r  p r e p a r a t i o n  programs and competency 
exam inations  f o r  new t e a c h e r s  ( V i rg in i a ,  Acts, 1978) .  A 
s tu d y  was conducted but t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  had no r e p o r t i n g  
requ irem en t .  No report  was o f f i c i a l l y  p r in ted .
The Subcommittee on Improved P rocedures  f o r  t h e  
E v a lu a t io n  o f  Teacher P r e p a r a t i o n  Programs met and submitted 
a p ro g re s s  r e p o r t  as a p a r t  of  the s tu d y  a u th o r iz ed  by House 
J o i n t  R e so lu t io n  No. 165 (Edwards, P ro g re ss .  1979 i Medley, 
O ctober  1979; Medley, O c to b e r  23, 1979)- College and 
employer r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  q u e s t io n ed  t h e  need fo r  a  s tudy of 
t e a c h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  programs.  College r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
r e p o r t e d  a d e c re a s e  in th e  number and q u a l i t y  of  t e a c h e r  
ed u c a t io n  s t u d e n t s .  The d e c l i n e  was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  nega t ive
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p u b l i c i t y ,  low teacher  s a l a r i e s ,  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  in  o th e r  
a r e a s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  fo r  women. A c o l le g e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was 
s k e p t i c a l  of  any ins t rum ent  t h a t  would be used to  measure 
th e  q u a l i t y  o f  teacher  e d u c a t io n  programs. The employer 
p e r s p e c t iv e  in  1979 was t h a t  teacher  q u a l i t y  had improved, 
t e a c h e r  e d u ca t io n  programs were s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  and e v a lu a t io n  
o f  these  programs was not needed. P u b l i c  school  o f f i c i a l s  
who were c o n ta c t e d  sugges ted  t h a t  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  
o f f i c i a l s  and programs p ro v id e  e a r l i e r  and lo n g e r  exposure 
in  s tuden t  t e a c h in g  s i t u a t i o n s ,  inc lude  more i n s t r u c t i o n  on 
classroom management te c h n iq u e s ,  counse l  s tu d e n ts  to  e n t e r  
teach in g  f i e l d s  t h a t  have few a p p l i c a n t s ,  s c reen  t e ac h e r  
educa t ion  s tu d e n t s  more th o ro u g h ly ,  and encourage s tu d e n ts  
to  ob ta in  more than one endorsement (Edwards, 1979).
The subcommittee reviewed a p ro p o sa l  by Medley f o r  
e v a lu a t in g  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  programs. A sample of  ten 
t e a c h e rs  from each of the  tw e n ty - f iv e  l a r g e s t  t e a c h e r  
p r e p a r a t io n  programs would be eva lua ted  based on te ach e r  
s ta n d a rd iz e d  t e s t s ,  pupi l  achievement ,  employer 
o b s e rv a t io n s ,  and t r a in e d  o bse rve r  o b s e rv a t io n s .  The 
r e s u l t s  would provide  in fo rm a t io n  on th e  p roduct  of 
in d iv id u a l  c o l l e g e s  r a t h e r  than  the program p ro c e s s .  The 
exper im enta l  program would t a k e  four  y e a r s  a t  a c o s t  of 
$250,000 per  y ea r  (Edwards, 1979). No a c t io n  was taken on 
Medley’ s p ro p o s a l .
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By December, 1978 Beth Nelson, Chairman of the  Advisory 
Committee on Teacher Education ,  had appo in ted  a subcommittee 
( C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs Study Committee) to  
review  c u r r e n t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  va r ious  p ro p o s a l s ,  
and recommend f u tu r e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  and approved 
te a c h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  programs ( Jones ,  Note 2 ) .  Judy L. Cox, 
a teache r  who l a t e r  became secondary  s u p e rv i s o r  in  S taun ton ,  
was e l e c t e d  chairman (V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . * Study,
November 1, 1979). This  subcommittee was r e f e r r e d  to  both  
a s  the Study Committee and as th e  subcommittee.
The Study Committee reviewed the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
s ta n d a rd s  and r ece iv ed  inpu t  from v a r io u s  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  
groups as w e l l  as th e  Department of  Education  s t a f f  
( In te rv ie w  No. 25).  The len g th  o f  s tu d e n t  teach ing  d id  no t  
become an i s s u e  fo r  th e  Study Committee s in c e  the Board, in  
January  1978, in c re a se d  the r e q u i r e d  c lo ck  hours f o r  s tu d e n t  
te ach in g  from 120 to  200 hours.  A minimum of 120 o f  the 
hours  had t o  be in  d i r e c t  i n s t r u c t i o n  w ith  p a r t  of the  200 
hours  r e q u i r e d  p r i o r  to  the s e n i o r  year  ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes 
o f  Board, January 25, 1979).
In  November, 1979 S. John Davis ,  S u p e r in ten d e n t  of 
P u b l ic  I n s t r u c t i o n ,  announced h i s  i n t e r e s t  in  reforming 
te a c h e r  educa t ion  programs and th e  development of 
com petencies  for  endorsement a r e a s .  Davis in d ic a te d  t h a t  
t h e r e  was a wide v a r i a t i o n  in  th e  q u a l i t y  of  te ac h e r
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p r e p a r a t i o n  programs in  the s t a t e  (Cox, November 8, 1979).
E. B. Howerton, J r . ,  A sso c ia te  S u p e r in te n d e n t  fo r  
P e rsonne l  and A dm in is t ra t ive  F i e ld  S e rv ic e s ,  r e p o r te d  t o  the 
Board of Education on May 22, 1980 t h a t  the work of the  
S tudy  Committee would be completed in  t h e  f a l l  of  1980. The 
a n t i c i p a t e d  adoption  da te  would be January  or February 1981, 
and implementation would occur  in J u ly  1981. When asked 
a b o u t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  non teacher  t r a i n e d  g r ad u a te s ,  
Howerton responded t h a t  the S tudy Committee would study the  
i s s u e  s in c e  there  was no lo n g e r  a s t a t u t o r y  r e f e r e n c e  
r e g a rd in g  th e  is suance  of a C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e  
( V i r g in i a ,  Minutes o f  Board. May 22, 1980).
In th e  1980 r e v i s i o n  of t h e  V i r g in i a  Code, the V i r g in i a  
School Laws was com plete ly  r e v i s e d .  S e c t io n  22:204 was 
changed to  s e c t io n  22 .1 -299 ,  and the p ro v i s io n  f o r  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of non teacher  t r a i n e d  g rad u a te s  was removed 
from the Code. Reference was made to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e g u l a t i o n s  p r e s c r ib e d  by the Board o f  Education  (V i rg in i a ,  
V i r g i n i a  School Laws. S ec t ion  22:204, 1979; S e c t io n  
2 2 .1 -299 ,  1980). The waiver p ro v i s io n  was in  t h e  1978 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requirem ents  ( V i rg in i a ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  
R e g u la t io n s .  1978) b u t  the S tudy Committee d e l e t e d  the 
p r o v i s io n  i n  i t s  proposed r e g u la t i o n s  ( V i r g i n i a ,  Working, 
October  1980).
The pr imary  work o f  the Study Committee was
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accomplished between October ,  1979 and September, 1980. The 
Study Committee worked from the  P re l im in a ry  Proposed 
Rev is ion  of C e r t i f i c a t i o n  R eg u la t io n s—September 1976 
p repared  by H a r r i s  ( a l s o  r e f e r r e d  to  as th e  H a r r i s  R ep o r t ) .  
The Study Committee planned to  meet from December to  Ju ly  
w i th  recommendations to  be completed in  A p r i l ,  1980, 
h ea r in g s  in  May, and th e  f i n a l  r e p o r t  to  be completed in 
J u ly  (V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . S tudy.  November 1, 1979).
At each o f  the  m eet ings  he ld  from December, 1979 to  
J u l y ,  1980, th e  committee reviewed and r e v i s e d  each s e c t i o n  
of  the  H a r r i s  Report and completed i t s  work on September 13, 
1980 (V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . S tudy. September 11-13, 1980). 
The r e v i s i o n  p rocess  had taken lo n g e r  than  o r i g i n a l l y  
planned which le d  to a r e v i s e d  complet ion  d a te .
The committee was concerned t h a t  one weakness of the  
then c u r r e n t  r e g u l a t i o n s  was th e  number o f  t imes the  word 
"should" was used i n s t e a d  of th e  word " s h a l l . "  One o f  the  
f i r s t  changes made by t h e  committee was changing the word 
" s h o u ld 1 to  " s h a l l "  in  many of th e  endorsement a rea s  
( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . Study. November 1, 1979, p . 2 ) .
Items of  d i s c u s s io n  and recommendation no t  r e l a t e d  to  
s p e c i f i c  endorsement a r e a s  inc luded  the approved program 
approach as compared to  t r a n s c r i p t  a n a l y s i s ,  e a r l y  f i e l d  
e x p e r ien ce s ,  middle schoo l  endorsement,  and e l im in a t io n  of  
the  C o l l e g i a t e  C e r t i f i c a t e  (V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . S tudy,
December 13-14, 1979). The minutes  co n ta in ed  l im i t e d  
r a t i o n a l e  f o r  changes and made no r e f e r e n c e  to  a r e s e a r c h  
base fo r  t h e  in d iv i d u a l  r e v i s i o n s .
In a J u ly  30, 1980 memorandum, the  Study Committee 
adv ised  Howerton t h a t  i t  d id  n o t  recommend freshman and 
sophomore f i e l d  expe r iences  f o r  the  fo l low ing  rea so n s :  (a)
Many s tu d e n t s  had n o t  dec la red  a major by the  sophomore 
y ea r ,  (b) Many s tu d e n t s  t r a n s f e r  to  o th e r  c o l l e g e s  and to  
educa t ion  programs a f t e r  the  freshman and sophomore y e a r s ,
(c )  The community c o l l e g e  f r e q u e n t ly  provided the  g en e ra l  
educa t ion  p o r t io n  o f  a s t u d e n t ’ s program. (d) There was no 
evidence t h a t  a freshman f i e l d  ex pe r ience  c o n t r ib u t e d  " i n  a 
p o s i t i v e  way to  a s u i t a b l e  c a r e e r  choice  nor to  even tua l  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  competence." (e) College programs would have 
to  be a l t e r e d  to a l low  fo r  freshman or sophomore f i e l d  
ex p e r ien ce s  (V i rg in ia  C e r t i f i c a t i o n ) .  None o f  th e se  reasons  
c i t e d  r e s e a r c h  on f u t u r e  performance as  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  the  
p o s i t i o n  taken  on e a r l y  f i e l d  ex p e r ien ce s  except  f o r  the  
mention o f  th e  absence .of  ev idence in  number fo u r .
By September, 1980 Davis had reviewed the  Study 
Committee 's  recommendations and was concerned about whether 
an i n i t i a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  should correspond with  the  t h r e e -y e a r  
p ro b a t io n a ry  p e r iod .  He a l so  had r e s e r v a t i o n s  about the  
v a l i d i t y  o f  the  N a t iona l  T e a c h e r ' s  Examination— NTE 
( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . Study. September 4 -6 ,  1980).
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On October 3, 1980 the  Study Committee p re se n ted  i t s  
r e p o r t  to  the Advisory Committee. The Advisory Committee 
made some changes, and the  r e v i s e d  document was forwarded to  
the Board of Education  f o r  i t s  review beginning w ith  the 
October 23 meeting of the Board ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . 
Advisory,  October 3» 1980).
A j o i n t  meeting was he ld  with the  Study Committee and 
Board on October 23, 1980. When r e f e r r i n g  to recommendation 
p rocedu res ,  Howerton s t a t e d  t h a t  the p rocedures  inc luded  
su g g e s t io n s  from s t a t e  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  and teacher  educa t ion  
o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  a review of  n a t i o n a l  t r e n d s ,  and a p r e d i c t i o n  
of needs and t r e n d s  (V i rg in i a ,  Notes, October 23, 1980). A 
review of  te ach e r  performance or  pup i l  achievement r e se a rch  
was n o t  c i t e d  i n  the  procedures  used f o r  developing 
recommendations.
The Board o f  Education and the Council  of Higher 
Education  held  a j o i n t  meeting on December 4, 1980 fo r  the 
purpose of d i s c u s s in g  the  proposed c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  
and th e  C o u n c i l ' s  r e p o r t  to  th e  General Assembly on teache r  
ed u ca t io n  programs. The C o u n c i l ' s  p ro g re s s  r e p o r t  c i t e d  
in fo rm at io n  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  noneducation  s tu d e n ts  had h igher  
SAT s c o re s  than s tu d e n ts  r e c e iv in g  te a c h in g  c e r t i f i c a t e s  in  
1979• Davis informed the Board th a t  he would be 
recommending a t h r e e -y e a r  temporary c e r t i f i c a t e  w ith  an 
e v a lu a t io n  p rocess  to determine whether a permanent
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c e r t i f i c a t e  would be i s s u e d  (V i rg in i a ,  Notes,  December 4,
1980 ) .
On th e  day of the  meeting between the two boards,  an 
a r t i c l e  c i t i n g  in fo rm at io n  from the  C ounc i l ’ s p rogress  
r e p o r t  was in  the Richmond Times-Dispatch.  Th is  a r t i c l e  
a l s o  c i t e d  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  any c o r r e c t i v e  a c t io n  
a g a in s t  a m in o r i ty  c o l l e g e  with unaccep tab ly  low admission 
s tandards  "would be seen  by some as  r a c i s t "  (Cox, December 
4, 1980, p .  D1).
A s e r i e s  of four  a r t i c l e s  by C h a r le s  Cox on the to p ic  
"Teaching in  Trouble" appeared  in  th e  Richmond 
Times-Dispatch from December 21 th rough  December 24, 1980. 
The a r t i c l e s  were c r i t i c a l  of t e a c h e r  educa t ion  and pu b l ic  
schoo ls .  The Richmond Times-Dispatch and Richmond News 
Leader a c t i v e l y  r e p o r te d  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  
from t h i s  p o in t  to  i t s  co nc lus ion .  The p ress  had not 
covered the  previous  work of  the Study Committee ( In te rv iew  
No. 25). The e d i t o r i a l  p o s i t i o n  of  th e  Richmond 
Times-Dispatch was in  o p p o s i t io n  to  th e  approved program 
approach and any a d d i t i o n a l  p r o f e s s i o n a l  ed u ca t io n  co u rse s .  
I t  did f av o r  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach (Cracking ,  May 4,
1981; C h i ld ren ,  November 23, 1981),
Pub lic  hear ings  were held in  Blacksburg ,  Richmond, 
F a i r f a x ,  and Norfolk on December 11, 1980 on th e  proposed 
Study Committee recommendations. The recommendations and
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comments from the  h ea r in g s  were d i s t r i b u t e d  to t h e  committee 
members a t  the  January  15-16, 1981 S tudy  Committee meeting 
( V i r g in i a ,  Minutes . . . S tudy ,  January  15-16, 1901)* 
Howerton met with th e  Study Committee a t  th i s  m eet ing  and 
shared  w ith  the  committee t h e  changes i n  t h e i r  document t h a t  
Davis would be recommending t o  the Board of Educa t ion .
Three recommendations would p ro v id e  the p r im ary  
c o n t ro v e rsy  t h a t  the  Board o f  Education was invo lved  with in  
approving the  r e g u l a t i o n s .  The th ree  were: (a) an
a l t e r n a t e  method f o r  endorsement fo r  secondary ( . l i b e r a l  a r t s  
g rad u a te s )  t e a c h e r s  o th e r  th a n  an approved program, (b) a 
p ro b a t io n a ry  pe r iod  f o r  a l l  new t e a c h e r s  to determ ine  
whether a C o l l e g i a t e  P ro f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  would be 
i s s u e d ,  and (c)  the  a p p r o p r i a t e  grade o r g a n iz a t io n  for th e  
endorsements (V i rg in i a ,  Minutes Board, December 11, 1981; 
V i r g in i a ,  Minutes . . . S tudy ,  January 15-16, 19 8 1) -
The Study Committee vo ted  on the Davis p ro p o s a l s  so 
t h a t  a recommendation could be made when he a t t e n d e d  the 
meeting .  The committee approved an i n i t i a l  t h r e e - y e a r  
p ro b a t io n a ry  per iod  f o r  a l l  t e a ch e rs  and  a nonrenewable 
t h r e e - y e a r  c e r t i f i c a t e  fo r  a secondary endorsement for 
non teacher  t r a in e d  g r a d u a te s .  This would r e q u i r e  the  NTE 
and n ine sem ester  hours in  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  p r i o r  to  
i s su an ce  o f  the  C o l l e g i a t e  P r o f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e .
Davis met with th e  Study Committee on January  16 and
p re se n te d  h is  p ro p o sa ls  f o r  two approaches to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  
The p roposa l  f o r  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  provided f o r  an 
assessm ent ,  waived s tu d e n t  teach ing  and s ix  hours of 
methods, r e q u i r e d  the  NTE, and d e le te d  the Study Committee 's 
r e q u e s te d  course  in  fo u n d a t io n s  of  ed u ca t io n .  Davis 
informed the Study Committee th a t  he was in  fav o r  of the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  g radua te  be ing  re q u i r e d  only to  have a 
th re e -h o u r  s p e c i a l i z e d  co u rse  emphasizing classroom 
management, g i f t e d  e d u c a t io n ,  and s p e c i a l  educa t ion  (Cox, 
January  17, 1981).
I n  a d d i t io n  to  Davis ,  General Assembly Delegate George 
Grayson, Allen McCreary (Richmond News L eader) ,  and Cox 
(Richmond Times-Dispatch) were p r e s e n t  a t  the  Friday  
m eeting .  Grayson suppor ted  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s  (V i rg in i a ,  House 
J o in t  R e so lu t io n  No. 254).  Charles A. A tw ell ,  Study 
Committee member, spoke f o r  the  committee in  s t a t i n g  t h a t  
the committee approved th e  t h r e e - y e a r  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e  but  was opposed to  the a b o l i t i o n  of  the 
founda t ions  of educat ion  e s p e c i a l l y  s in c e  r e c i p r o c a l  
agreements r e q u i r e d  a fo u n d a t io n s  co u rse .  The committee 
members did not  b e l iev e  t h a t  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  was 
the b e s t  approach to take  even though the  committee would 
not oppose i t .  The Study Committee was opposed to the  
a b o l i t i o n  of the  nine hours  in  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  f o r
non teacher  t r a i n e d  g ra d u a te s ,  but  recommended r e q u i r i n g  the 
NTE, e s t a b l i s h i n g  grade l e v e l s  NK-4, 4 -8 ,  and 7-12 a s  the 
grade d i s t r i b u t i o n  f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  and waiving s tu d e n t  
te ach in g  w ith  two y ea rs  of s u c c e s s fu l  t e ach in g  ( V i rg in ia ,  
Minutes . . . S tudy, January 15-16, 1981). The purpose of 
the  grade over lap  was to prov ide  school d iv i s i o n s  w ith  
s t a f f i n g  f l e x i b i l i t y  ( V i rg in i a ,  Notes,  October 23, 1980). 
Will iam C. Bosher J r . ,  A d m in is t ra t iv e  D i r e c to r  f o r  Personnel 
and P ro f e s s io n a l  Development, informed th e  Study Committee 
t h a t  i t s  r e v i s i o n  would go d i r e c t l y  to  th e  Board and not 
through th e  Advisory Committee s in c e  the  Advisory Committee 
membership had changed. The Study Committee 's  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was completed with  t h i s  f i n a l  recommendation 
to  the Board ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . . S tudy. January  15-16,
1 9 8 1 ) .
Bosher and E l i z a b e th  Crowder (Advisory Committee 
member) reviewed the  proposed r e g u l a t i o n s  fo r  t e a c h e r  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  a t  a work s e s s io n  of  the  Board on January  22, 
1981. Bosher exp la ined  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with  an 
assessment and s t a t e d  t h a t  the  major a r e a  o f  d isagreement 
was c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g r a d u a te s .  He s t r e s s e d  
th e  com m it tee 's  recommendation t h a t  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  
be re q u i r e d  to  complete n ine  hours of  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  
( V i rg in i a ,  Work, January  22, 1981).
Dean Richard Brandt ,  U n iv e r s i ty  of  V i r g in ia  School of
Educat ion ,  Dean James M. Yankovich, College o f  William and 
Mary School o f  Educa t ion ,  and Walt  Mika, VEA P r e s id e n t ,  a l s o  
met with  th e  Board o f  Education and informed the  Board of 
t h e i r  o p p o s i t io n  to th e  proposal  by Davis reg a rd in g  l i b e r a l  
a r t s  g rad u a te s  having to  complete only th r e e  hours of  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  courses .  According to  the 
Times-Dispatch the p h ra se s  " p a t e n t l y  r i d i c u l o u s , "  
" p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  i n s u l t i n g  and a mockery," and " a b s o lu t e ly  
im poss ib le  and an i n s u l t "  were t h e  comments made by the  
deans to  express  t h e i r  d i s p l e a s u re  over the  Davis p ro p o sa l .  
Brandt and Mika argued t h a t  t e a c h e r s  needed more than a 
th re e -h o u r  methods c o u r s e  (Cox, January  23, 1981, pp. 1, 6) .
From January  to  March, 1981 t h e  Richmond newspapers 
con ta ined  e d i t o r i a l s  and l e t t e r s  t o  the p r e s s  on the  
proposed c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n s .  Their  pr imary emphasis 
was the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach and th e  q u a l i t y  o f  educa t ion  
co u rse s .  Two of the l e t t e r s  were from p r i o r  g rad u a te s  of 
educa t ion  programs (Lawson, January  28, 1981; Seay, March 5, 
1981), one l e t t e r  from an a r t s  and l e t t e r s  p r o fe s s o r  
(Johnson, February 23, 1981), a t  l e a s t  fou r  e d i t o r i a l s  
( L i b e r a l ,  January  25, 1981; High, January 26, 1981; F, March 
2, 1981; Educating ,  March 3, 1981),  and a p r e s s  r e l e a s e  from 
Grayson (Grayson, February  1, 1981) a l l  o f  which were 
c r i t i c a l  of education  programs o r  were su p p o r t iv e  of  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach. Brandt and Robert Emans, A ssoc ia te
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Dean a t  the  College o f  William and Mary, wrote l e t t e r s  to  
the  p re ss  r e f l e c t i n g  the views of the  schools  o f  educa t ion  
(Brandt,  January 22, 1981; Emans, February 1, 1981). A l l ix  
B. James, P re s id e n t  o f  the Board of Education ,  submitted  
responses  to  the e d i t o r i a l s  "F" and "Educating T eachers ."
The e d i t o r i a l s  had c r i t i c i z e d  the  Board’ s apparen t  
p ro -sc h o o l  o f  educa t ion  s t a n c e .  In responding James s t a t e d  
t h a t  the  Board had no t  made a f i n a l  d e c i s io n  on the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  and t h a t  the  Board was not  
n e c e s s a r i l y  in  agreement with  the  " e d u c a t io n i s t  
e s tab l i sh m en t"  (James, March 7 ,  1981, p .  A10).
The Board met with  the House Education Committee and 
the  Senate Committee on Education  and Health  on January  22, 
1981. Thomas R . ’Watkins, a member of the  Board of  
Education ,  reviewed the  proposed changes with th e  committees 
( V i rg in i a ,  Notes. January  22, 1981).
On February 26 the  Board adopted a ca lenda r  which 
provided fo r  adop t ion  of the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  in  
December, 1981 ( V i rg in i a ,  Work, February 26, 1981). This 
t ime schedule  was one year behind the o r i g i n a l  t ime schedule  
suggested  by Howerton in  May, 1980.
At the  March work s e s s io n  between the  Board and Study 
Committee, Henry W. Tulloch ,  a  member o f  the Board of 
Education ,  ques t ioned  the committee members about the number 
o f  times the  word "competence" was used in the proposed
55
r e g u l a t i o n s .  Crowder exp la ined  t h a t  the  committee was 
r eq u i r ed  to  develop competency based c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and i t  was up to  the c o l l e g e s  t o  determine the  
competencies n ec essa ry  in  each s u b je c t  a rea  (V i rg in i a ,  
Workshop, March 25, 1981).
Davis announced to the  Board in  A pr i l  t h a t  he favored 
most of th e  com m ittee 's  recommendations, b u t  he had some 
suggested  changes.  He recommended a r a t i n g  e v a lu a t io n  
program f o r  t e a c h e r s  dur ing  t h e i r  f i r s t  two y e a r s '  te ach in g  
exper ience  and a change in  p r o f e s s i o n a l  ed u ca t io n  course  
requ irem en ts  fo r  secondary t e a c h e r s  (V i rg in i a ,  Work, A pr i l  
23, 1981). He had o r i g i n a l l y  cons idered  a t h r e e - y e a r  per iod  
fo r  d e te rm in a t io n  of  g r a n t in g  a c e r t i f i c a t e  and jo in in g  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with  ten u re  ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes . . .S tudy ,  
January 15-16, 1981). He changed h i s  recommendation and 
detached c e r t i f i c a t i o n  from te n u re  s in ce  l o c a l  school boards 
were r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  tenu re  and th e  s t a t e  was r e s p o n s ib le  
fo r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes Board, February 26, 
1982).
The Board met w ith  the  Executive  Committee of  th e  VEA 
on June 25, 1981. Mika r e p o r te d  t h a t  the  VEA was opposed to  
a r e d u c t io n  in  the  requ irem en ts  fo r  t e a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  
and he expressed  th e  concern t h a t  a r e d u c t io n  would le ad  to  
the  h i r i n g  of  u n q u a l i f i e d  t e a c h e r s .  Kenneth White, board 
member, viewed the  a l t e r n a t i v e  method to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  as a
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s a f e t y  v a lv e  and thought  enough time had a l r e a d y  been spen t  
d i s c u s s in g  the  t o p i c .  When Mika was asked how ed u ca t io n  
co u rse s  c o u ld  be improved, he recommended t h a t  the  Board 
emphasize te ach e r  educat ion  program e v a lu a t io n  ( V i r g in i a ,  
Notes  . . . A sso c ia t io n ,  June  25, 1981).
By Ju n e  25, 1981 the S tudy  Committee had subm it ted  an 
o r i g i n a l  (October  2 7 ,  1980) and r e v i s e d  (January  16, 1981) 
s e t  of p roposed r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and the S u p e r in te n d e n t  had 
subm it ted  an  o r i g i n a l  (A pr i l  23, 1981) and r e v i s e d  (June 25, 
1981) s e t  o f  proposed recommendations ( V i rg in i a ,  
S u p e r i n t e n d e n t ’s .  June 25, 1981). P u b l i c  h e a r in g s  were held 
on October 7 ,  1981 and the Board was p re se n te d  a copy o f  the 
p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  comments a t  i t s  October 22 meeting .  The 
Board ag reed  to u se  Davis’s  recommendations a s  the  b a s i s  for  
d i s c u s s io n -  The Board would a lso  have cop ies  o f  the  Study 
Committee’ s  recommendations and c u r r e n t  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  
r e f e r e n c e  when completing t h e  f i n a l  r e g u l a t i o n s  ( V i rg in i a ,  
Minutes Board ,  October 22, 1981).
In a work s e s s io n  on t h e  proposed r e g u l a t i o n s ,  Howerton 
summarized the  f o u r  most c o n t r o v e r s i a l  a r e a s :  the  l i b e r a l
a r t s  approach ,  whether e i g h th  grade should  be p a r t  of  middle 
schoo l  or secondary  school endorsem ents ,  the f l e x i b i l i t y  of 
approved programs, and s p e c i f i c  word and c o n te n t  changes 
( V i r g in i a ,  Work. November 19,  1981).
The Board approved r e v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s ta n d a rd s  by a 
f i v e  to  fo u r  vote on December 11, 1981. The major 
c o n t ro v e rsy  involved in  approving  the  r e g u l a t i o n s  was the  
d e l e t i o n  of  the S u p e r in t e n d e n t ' s  o r i g i n a l  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e  p ro p o sa l .  His o r i g i n a l  p ro p o sa l  had th e  te ach e r  
e v a lu a t io n  p rocess  w i th in  the  f i r s t  two yea rs  of  employment 
f o r  the  purpose o f  de te rm in ing  whether a C o l l e g i a t e  
P r o f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  would be i s s u e d .  The r e g u l a t i o n s  
were passed w ithou t  t h i s  p ro v is io n  ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes Board. 
December 11, 1981). According to  one su p p o r te r  o f  the 
e v a lu a t io n  component of the  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  the 
c o n f l i c t  was not an " ' e d u c a t i o n  f i g h t* "  but  " ' a  p o l i t i c a l  
f i g h t ,  one t h a t  went on too long ,  and i t  looks l i k e  we l o s t  
i t * "  (Cox, December 7,  1981, p. B-4).  These r e g u la t i o n s  
a l s o  inc luded  the grade o rg a n iz a t io n  of  NK-4, 4 -8 ,  8-12 and 
the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach w ith  n ine  hours  of educa t ion  
co u rse s  r eq u i r e d  o r  a l o c a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  program i f  approved 
by the  Department o f  Education ( V i rg in i a ,  C e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  
1982).
House J o i n t  R e so lu t io n  No. 254 co n ta in ed  the  r eq u es t  
t h a t  the  Board of Education  co n s id e r  an a l t e r n a t e  method o f  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  would no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e q u i r e  
p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  courses  ( V i rg in i a ,  Acts ,  1981). This 
provided f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  on a 
s i m i l a r  b a s i s  as p rov ided  in  p rev ious  law and the  1978
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r e g u l a t i o n s .  D esp i te  th e  e f f o r t  by some to  p lace  more 
s t r i n g e n t  requ irem ents  on l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s ,  th e  new 
r e g u l a t i o n s  approved by the Board in December 1981 made 
p r o v i s io n  f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  
w i th o u t  having to  complete an approved program ( V i rg in i a ,  
Summary, 1981? V i r g in ia ,  S u p e r in te n d e n t1s , November 17,
1981 ) .
Since t h e r e  was i n t e r e s t  in  the General  Assembly 
r e g a rd in g  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  th e  House Education  
Committee and Senate  Committee on Education  and H ea l th  held  
a j o i n t  meeting with th e  Board on January  28, 1982. Watkins 
warned the Board t h a t  l e g i s l a t i o n  (HB 833) would be 
in t roduced  which would fo rc e  th e  Board to  accep t  a 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  with th e  e v a lu a t io n  component fo r  
a l l  new te a c h e r s  before  they r ece iv ed  renewable 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  Senator  Hunter Andrews, w ith  the  members of 
the two committees in agreement,  r eq u es ted  the Board to 
change i t s  p o s i t i o n  and to  co n s id e r  the consequences of 
t h e i r  not approving p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with  
e v a lu a t io n  ( V i rg in i a ,  Notes ,  January  28, 1982).
A hea r ing  on House B i l l  833 was h e ld  by the  House 
Education  Committee on February 12, 1982. P r iv a t e  c o l l e g e s ,  
the  Council  o f  Independent C o l leges ,  t h e  V i r g in ia  
M a n u fa c tu re r ' s  A ss o c ia t io n ,  th e  Southern Regional Education  
Board, the Council  of Higher Education ,  and S e c r e t a r y  of
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Education,  John T. Casteen,  suppor ted  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with t h e  e v a lu a t io n  component. The 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of  th e  schoo ls  of ed u ca t io n  d id  no t  t e s t i f y .  
A f te r  Governor Charles  Robb and Casteen  announced suppor t  of 
HB 833, the  VEA did n o t  appear  to remain s t r o n g ly  opposed to 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  (Cox, February  13, 1982). The 
House Education  Committee approved HB 833 on February 15, 
1982 (House, February 16, 1982), and the b i l l  passed both 
houses in  t h e  1982 s e s s io n .
Woodrow R ob inson 's  term on the  Board o f  Education 
exp i red  in January ,  1982. Robinson had voted with  the  
m a jo r i ty  on December 11, 1981 in  o p p o s i t io n  to  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  ( V i rg in i a ,  Minutes,  December 11, 1981). Robb 
appoin ted  W. L. Lemmon (former d e le g a te )  to  r e p la c e  Robinson 
( V i rg in ia ,  Work, February  25, 1982). On February  26 a 
r e s o l u t i o n  t o  amend th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  to  p rovide  
f o r  the two-year  p r o v i s io n a l  per iod  and e v a lu a t io n  was 
approved by a f iv e  t o  four  vo te .  The change was a r e s u l t  of 
Lemmon v o t in g  for  th e  p ro v i s io n  t h a t  Robinson had opposed 
(V i rg in ia ,  Minutes,  February  26, 1982).  S ince  the Board of 
Education rev e r se d  i t s e l f  and approved p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  Robb d id  not s ig n  House B i l l  833 (V i rg in i a ,  
A c ts ,  1982).
In 1980 — 1981 th e  Council  of Higher Education  was a l s o  
reviewing te a c h e r  ed u ca t io n  programs. In February ,  1980 the
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General  Assembly passed  House J o i n t  R eso lu t io n  No. 100. The 
r e s o l u t i o n  req u es ted  s t a t e  and independent c o l l e g e s  and 
u n i v e r s i t i e s  with t e a c h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  programs to  submit a 
review of admission s ta n d a rd s  to  schoo ls  of ed u ca t io n  and 
provide  SAT sco res  f o r  ed u ca t io n  and noneducation  s tu d e n t s  
to  the  Council  of  Higher Education  (V i rg in i a ,  F i n a l ,  1981).
To o b ta in  in fo rm a t io n  f o r  the  r e p o r t ,  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  
were d i s t r i b u t e d  to  the  33 i n s t i t u t i o n s  with t e a ch e r  
p r e p a r a t io n  programs. The q u e s t io n n a i r e s  were on the  
c r i t e r i a  used to  determine accep tance  o f  s tu d e n t s  in  the 
t e ach e r  p r e p a r a t i o n  and non teache r  p r e p a r a t io n  programs. 
Twenty-six of  the  i n s t i t u t i o n s  responded.  In  an o th e r  phase 
of the  s tu d y ,  37 i n s t i t u t i o n s  p a r t i c i p a t e d .  The purpose of 
t h i s  phase was to  determine whether SAT sco res  were lower on 
the  average fo r  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s  than fo r  noneducation  
s tu d e n ts  as  had been found in  a 1967 s tudy  r e g a rd in g  1963 
h igh school g ra d u a te s .  Another purpose was to  determine 
whether s tu d e n t s  in  educa t ion  courses  earned h igher  grades  
than s tu d e n ts  in  noneducation  courses  ( V i rg in i a ,  F in a l ,
1 9 8 1 ).
The s tudy  found t h a t  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s  u s u a l ly  had 
more requ irem ents  t o  complete than d id  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
g ra d u a te s .  The mean SAT sc o re s  o f  c e r t i f i e d  g rad u a te s  from 
both  p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e  c o l l e g e s  were lower in  most c o l l e g e s  
than the s c o re s  o f  noneducation g ra d u a te s .  The d i f f e r e n c e
a t  p u b l ic  c o l l e g e s  was 121 p o in t s  and a t  p r i v a t e  c o l l e g e s  80 
p o i n t s .  The r e p o r t  cau t io n ed  t h a t  the sample of 
noneducat ion  p r i v a t e  schoo l  g rad u a tes  may no t  have been 
l a r g e  enough to  have been s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  The 
g r a d e - p o in t  averages  were lower f o r  n o n c e r t i f i e d  g rad u a te s  
than  c e r t i f i e d  g r a d u a te s ,  and the  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  g rad e -p o in t  
ave rages  in c re a se d  in  the  j u n i o r  and s e n io r  y e a r s .  The 
r e p o r t  inc luded  c a u t io n s  in  c i t i n g  the g a th e red  data  s in c e  
two c o l l e g e s  d id  not  p rov ide  d a ta  on n o n o e r t i f i e d  g rad u a te s ,  
and th e r e  were concerns  abou t  the  ways in  which SAT s c o re s  
could  be i n t e r p r e t e d .  The r e p o r t  recommended the  use of  
s t a n d a rd iz e d  t e s t s  to  de term ine  te ach e r  competency and the  
s t r e n g th e n in g  o f  educa t ion  program admission r eq u i rem e n ts .
In  s e v e r a l  i n s t a n c e s  the  Southern  Regional Education B oard 's  
(SREB) p u b l i c a t i o n ,  The Need f o r  Q u a l i ty ,  was c i t e d  in  
com pil ing  data  f o r  th e  C o u n c i l ' s  r e p o r t .
The SREB r e p o r t  (1981) recommended t h a t  s e l e c t i o n  
p rocedu res  be a p p l ie d  th roughout  the  p ro cess  of  t e ach e r  
p r e p a r a t i o n .  I t  a l s o  advocated  t h a t  s t a t e  h ig h e r  educa t ion  
boards and s t a t e  boards of  educa t ion  j o i n t l y  eva lu a te  
te a c h e r  educa t ion  programs, modify c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r eq u i rem e n ts ,  remove unnecessary  req u i rem en ts ,  and make 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p r o v i s io n s  f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g r a d u a te s .  Davis 
was a member of the  SREB.
62
Summary o f  the  L i t e r a t u r e  Review 
The themes which occurred  in  an examination of th e  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and teache r  p r e p a r a t io n  i s s u e  were:
1. S evera l  s i t u a t i o n s  and i s s u e s  which were r e l e v a n t  
in  1958 and in  1978 to  1982 were s i m i l a r :  (a)  The q u es t io n  
of  whether the l i b e r a l  a r t s  g radua te  was more q u a l i f i e d  or 
j u s t  as  q u a l i f i e d  as the  t e a c h e r  t r a i n e d  g radua te  was a 
major i s s u e  in  both  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro ce s se s .
(b) There was a spokesperson in  the  General Assembly during  
both time p e r io d s  who favored  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
(c) Education courses  were c r i t i c i z e d  by those  who favored  
the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach. (d) College  f a c u l t y  op in ion  was 
d iv ided  between educa t ion  f a c u l t y  and l i b e r a l  a r t s  f a c u l t y  
and those  d i f f e r e n c e s  were r e p o r te d  by the  p r e s s .
(e) S p e c ia l  educa t ion  and some secondary endorsement 
requ irem en ts  were in c re a se d .  ( f )  The Board o f  Education  was 
th rea ten e d  with l e g i s l a t i o n  i f  i t  d id  no t  r e v i s e  the 
s t a n d a rd s  in  a manner d e s ig n a te d  by th e  General Assembly.
(g) The Richmond newspapers a c t i v e l y  r e p o r te d  both r e v i s i o n  
p ro ce s se s .
2. There was no dependable r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
courses  taken in  co l le g e  and performance in  th e  classroom 
( S t i l e s ,  1974).
3. There were cont inuous  recommendations t h a t  exposure 
in  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  begin e a r l i e r .
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4. C e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem en ts  were based on the 
knowledge a person needed to  have and expressed  in  terms of 
the  c r e d i t  hour (Freeman, 1977)*
5. S tu d en ts  should be screened  a t  an e a r l y  s ta g e  in 
the  te a c h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  p ro c e s s .
6. The t e a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  p rocess  needed to  be 
s t r e n g th en ed .
7. S tu d en ts  e n t e r in g  educa t ion  tended to  have lower 
SAT sc o re s  on the  average  than s tu d e n t s  no t  e n t e r in g  
ed u ca t io n .
8. Education  s tu d e n t s  should  be r e q u i r e d  to  take  more 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  co u rse s .
9. S e l f - i n t e r e s t s  o f  v a r io u s  groups may have helped to  
keep c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem en ts  le n g th y .
10. Unnecessary c e r t i f i c a t i o n  requ irem en ts  should  be 
removed.
11. From the  p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  the new t e a c h e r ,  s tu d e n t  
te ach in g  was a v a lu a b le  ex p e r ien ce .
12. S tu d en ts  with h igh  g r a d e - p o in t  averages  tended to  
perform b e t t e r  as  a group in  s tu d e n t  te a c h in g .
13. Research was no t  c i t e d  in  the  minutes or n o te s  of  
the Board as a p a r t  of  the  procedure  used in  deve lop ing  
recommendations.
14. S t a t e  departments  and c o l l e g e s  have no t  seemed to  
make an e f f o r t  to  determime which a s p e c t s  of  t e a c h e r
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t r a i n i n g  a c t u a l l y  improved performance.
15. The major themes in  V i r g in i a  on th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e v i s i o n  p rocess  involved  grade o r g a n iz a t io n ,  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s ,  and an i n i t i a l  temporary 
c e r t i f i c a t e  fo r  a l l  new te a c h e rs  which could  be upgraded 
a f t e r  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  e v a lu a t io n .
16. The q u a l i t y  of  educa t ion  courses  was q u es t io n ed .
17* There was l i t t l e  r e s e a r c h  on whether t e a ch e r
t r a i n i n g  had any impact on s tu d e n t  achievement.
The f i n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  approved by the 
Board were preceded by two Study Committee and th r e e  
S u p e r in ten d e n t  recommendations, two p u b l ic  h e a r in g s ,  and 
su g g e s t io n s  from the  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  the  p r i v a t e  bu s in ess  
s e c t o r ,  newspaper e d i t o r i a l  s t a f f s ,  and v a r io u s  e d u c a t io n a l  
o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  and a g u b e r n a t o r i a l  appointment to  the  Board 
which r e s u l t e d  in  a change of a p r i o r  vo te .  The i tems in 
th e  f i n a l  approved document which r ece iv ed  the  most 
p u b l i c i t y  and c o n t ro v e rsy  were: (a)  a l i b e r a l  a r t s
approach,  (b) a p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  f o r  a l l  e n t e r in g  
t e ach in g  w ith  an e v a lu a t io n  of  performance program, and
(c)  a new middle school endorsement and grade arrangement 
(K-4, 4-8 ,  8 -1 2 ) .
Chapter 3 
METHODOLOGY
This c h a p te r  p r e s e n t s  a d i s c u s s io n  o f  the  methodology 
used to  accomplish  the  purpose of t h i s  s tu d y .  This ch ap te r  
in c lu d es  the  fo l lo w in g  s e c t i o n s :  (a) da ta  so u rces ,
(b) in s t ru m e n ta t io n ,  (c)  p rocedu res ,  and (d) da ta  a n a l y s i s .
Data Sources
I n d iv id u a l s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  in te rv iew in g  r e p re s e n te d  
groups involved  in  making d e c i s io n s  r e l a t e d  to  the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  th o s e  who t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the 
d e c i s io n s  t h a t  were made, or those  who were l i s t e d  in  the  
summary of  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  h ea r in g s  (V i rg in i a ,  Summary, 
1981). Twenty-f ive  i n d iv i d u a l s  were in te rv iew ed  and the  
groups they  r e p re s e n te d  were th e  (a) Board of  Education ,
(b) Department of  Education ,  (c)  Advisory Committee on 
Teacher Educa t ion ,  (d) C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs 
Study Committee, (e)  f a c u l t y  and a d m in i s t r a to r s  from schools  
o f  educa t ion  ( V i rg in i a  A sso c ia t io n  o f  C ol leges  o f  Teacher 
Education—VACTE), ( f )  t e a c h e r s  (V i rg in ia  Education 
A sso c ia t io n — VEA), (g) s t a t e  o rg a n iz a t io n s  o f  l o c a l  school 
system a d m in i s t r a t o r s  ( a d m in i s t r a to r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ) ,
(h) p a r e n t s ,  and ( i )  o th e r  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups or 
i n d iv i d u a l s  who had a s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  in  p r i v a t e  schoo ls  
and c o l l e g e s ,  b u s in e s s e s ,  s p e c i f i c  endorsements ,  or the  
noneducation  segment of  h ighe r  educa t ion .  The number of
66
i n te rv ie w ee s  in  each group were:
Group Number In te rv iew ed
Board of Education  3
Department of Education  4
Study Committee 3
Advisory Committee 8
Schools  o f  Education (VACTE) 4
Teachers (VEA) 3
P a ren ts  3
Local A d m in is t ra to r s  3
Other__________________  6
T o ta l  37
The t o t a l  equaled 37 r a t h e r  than 25 because s ix  re sponden ts  
were members o f  two groups,  and th re e  responden ts  were 
members of  th r e e  groups.
For the  purposes  o f  t h i s  s tu d y ,  the  groups cons ide red  
to  be d e c i s io n  makers were the  Board o f  Education ,  th e  
Department of  Education ,  and the  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved 
Programs Study Committee. The groups cons idered  to  be 
p o t e n t i a l  i n f lu e n c e r s  were the Advisory Committee, f a c u l t y  
and a d m in i s t r a to r s  from schoo ls  o f  ed u ca t io n ,  t e a c h e r s ,  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r  o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  p a r e n t s ,  and o the r  s p e c i a l  
i n t e r e s t  groups.  The Advisory Committee was not  inc luded  in  
the  dec is ion-m aking  group because the  Study Committee 
a c t u a l l y  prepared  the  document ( In te rv ie w  No. 25) .  The
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Department of  Education  was inc luded  in  the  d e c i s io n  making 
group, however, because the Department a s s i s t e d  the 
S u p e r in ten d e n t  in  p re p a r in g  h i s  recommendations ( In te rv iew  
No. 8) .
In many cases  in d iv id u a l s  were members o f  more than one 
group. Responses from a member of  one group may have been 
r e f l e c t i v e  of membership in  ano ther  group. For example, a 
member o f  the Study Committee may have responded in  a 
c e r t a i n  manner as  a r e s u l t  of membership in  a n o th e r  group 
and not a s  a r e s u l t  o f  Study Committee membership.
When in d iv i d u a l s  were con tac ted  f o r  an in t e rv i e w ,  they 
were provided  w ith  l i m i t e d  in fo rm at ion  on the s tu d y  and were 
as su red  anonymity (Appendix A). The purpose o f  the  
re sp o n d en ts  remaining anonymous was to  encourage them to 
p rov ide  in fo rm at io n  t h a t  they may no t  o the rw ise  provide 
should  th ey  b e l i e v e  t h e i r  i d e n t i t i e s  would be d iv u lg ed .  An 
in te rv i e w  number was ass igned  to  each in te rv i e w e e ,  and t h a t  
number was used to  i d e n t i f y  a s ta tem en t  made by the  
in t e rv i e w e e .
In s t ru m e n ta t io n
The two in s t ru m en ts  used to  c o l l e c t  da ta  f o r  t h i s  s tudy 
were an in te rv i e w  ins t rum en t  used f o r  th e  dec is ion-m aking  
groups (Appendix B) and an in te rv iew  in s t rum en t  used f o r  the 
nondecis ion-m aking  groups (Appendix C). The major 
d i f f e r e n c e  was t h a t  th e  dec is ion-making in s t ru m e n t  con ta ined
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q u e s t io n s  t h a t  were d i r e c t e d  a t  i n d iv i d u a l  i n t e r e s t s  or 
p e r s p e c t iv e s .  The nondecision-making in s t ru m en t  con ta ined  
q u e s t io n s  which the  respondent  was to  answer from the  p o in t  
of  view of the  group r e p re s e n te d  by the  re sponden t .  All  
responden ts  in  the  dec is ion-m aking  groups were asked i f  they 
knew o f  anyone who should  be in te rv iew ed  s in c e  they would be 
aware o f  anyone who had in f lu en c e d  t h e i r  d e c i s io n s .  
Respondents were req u es te d  to  p rov ide  p o l ic y  s ta tem en ts  or 
p o s i t i o n  papers  i f  a p p r o p r i a t e .
The form of in te rv ie w  used was the  focused  in te rv ie w .  
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  the  focused in te rv ie w  a re  th e  use of  an 
in te rv ie w  guide ,  r e f e r e n c e  to  s i t u a t i o n s  which have a l re a d y  
occu rred ,  s e l e c t i o n  of re sponden ts  involved  in  a program 
( c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p r o c e s s ) ,  and a focus  on the  
s u b j e c t i v e  ex p e r ien ces  of  th e  responden ts  in  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  
being s tu d i e d .  The focused  in te rv iew  p rov ides  the  
responden ts  w ith  th e  o p p o r tu n i ty  to  de f in e  the  s i t u a t i o n  
being s tu d ie d  and enab les  the  i n t e rv i e w e r  to  o b ta in  p e r so n a l  
r e a c t i o n s .  S p e c i f i c  q u e s t io n s  a r e  posed to  the  responden ts  
from an in te rv ie w  guide .  The responden ts  a re  given the  
o p p o r tu n i ty  to  answer the  q u e s t io n s  and to  add t o  t h e i r  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  th e  s i t u a t i o n  (Nachmias, 1979).
M e r r i t t ’ s communication model (1966) and a p o l i t i c a l  
i n f lu e n c e s  p rocess  model adapted  from F in s te rb u s c h  and Motz 
(1980) were used to  o rg an ize  the d a t a  ob ta ined  from the
in te rv ie w s .  M e r r i t t ’ s communication model (1966) had f i v e  
components (WHY, WHO, WHAT, WHOM, and EFFECT) which were 
used as  fo l low s:  (a)  WHY was the  m o t iv a t io n a l  ca tegory
which inc luded  items such as  s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  improved t e ac h e r  
q u a l i t y ,  l e g i s l a t i v e  p r e s s u r e ,  r e s e a r c h ,  and h i r i n g  
problems. (b) WHO was the  communicator which was th e  group 
t h a t  the  speaker  r e p r e s e n te d .  This ca tego ry  was s i g n i f i c a n t  
because i t  i n d ic a t e d  the  e x t e n t  o f  "b ia sed  in fo rm at ion"  in  
the  message (p. 52) .  (c)  WHAT was the message which was
communicated, (d) WHOM was the  r e c i p i e n t  of the  message 
which inc luded  the  p r e s s ,  Department o f  Education ,  
l e g i s l a t u r e ,  and Board of  Educa t ion .  (e)  EFFECT was what 
the  communicator pe rce ived  was accomplished through the  
communication.
The p o l i t i c a l  in f lu e n c e s  p rocess  model was adapted  from 
F in s te rb u sc h  and Motz (1980).  The p o l i t i c a l  i n f lu e n c e s  
which a f f e c t e d  the  dec is ion-m aking  p rocess  were the  
in f lu e n c e s  which were of  importance to  t h i s  s tu d y .  These 
in f lu e n c e s  inc luded  b u r e a u c r a t i c  p o l i t i c s ,  in fo rm al  
in f lu e n c e s ,  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and l e g i s l a t i v e  p o l i t i c s .  
The h ea r in g s  were the  format t h a t  the  Board o f  Education 
used to  provide c i t i z e n  in p u t .  However, the  e x p e r t s  in  the  
f i e l d  and o r g a n iz a t io n a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  were u s u a l ly  the  
only in d iv i d u a l s  who t e s t i f i e d  a t  s t a t e  h e a r in g s .  C i t i z e n s  
no t  connected with o r g a n iz a t io n s  or  i n t e r e s t  groups seldom
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p a r t i c i p a t e d  (F in s te rb u sc h  and Motz, 1980). Most of the  
i n d iv i d u a l s  who t e s t i f i e d  a t  the  1981 p u b l ic  h ea r in g s  on the  
re v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  r e p re s e n te d  o r g a n iz a t io n s  
or s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  ( V i r g in i a ,  Summary. 1981).
In form al  in f lu e n c e s  occurred  when people r e p r e s e n t in g  
s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  were a b le  to  in f lu e n c e  i n d i v i d u a l s  who 
made d e c i s io n s .  This  gave advantages  to  some no t  a v a i l a b l e  
to  o th e r s .  In form al in f lu e n c e s  may have o pera ted  p u b l i c ly  
or c o n f i d e n t i a l l y .  I n d iv id u a l s  who had the  o p p o r tu n i ty  
p r i v a t e l y  to  speak d i r e c t l y  t o  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  the  
S u p e r in ten d e n t ,  or Board members were cons idered  in fo rm al  
i n f l u e n c e r s .
B u re a u c ra t i c  p o l i t i c s  in f lu en c ed  the  p ro cess  as a 
r e s u l t  of  v a r io u s  departm ents  or ag en c ie s  d i r e c t l y  connected 
with  the  Board of Educat ion  or  w i th in  the  Department 
in f lu e n c in g  d e c i s io n s .  One view from F in s te rb u s c h  and Motz 
(1980) was t h a t  " b u re a u c ra t s  co o p e ra te  with o th e r  
b u re a u c ra t s  to  repay p a s t  f av o rs  (d eb ts )  or to  g a in  c r e d i t s  
t h a t  can be cashed i n  a t  a f u t u r e  da te"  (pp. 37 -38) .  A 
fo u r th  ca teg o ry  was l e g i s l a t i v e  p o l i t i c s  which was 
l e g i s l a t i o n  or  the t h r e a t  of  l e g i s l a t i o n  to  in f lu e n c e  the  
outcome.
The p ro cess  which occurred  was p laced  in  the  
F in s te rb u s c h  model. The model was f i r s t  a d ju s te d  (F igu re  1) 
to  r e p r e s e n t  the a c t i v i t y  and p a r t i e s  involved .  The second
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ad jus tm ent  (F igure  2) p r e s c r ib e d  in Chapter 4 inc luded  the  
occu rrences  based on the  in fo rm at ion  o b ta ined  from the 
in te rv ie w s .
Procedures
Twenty-five i n d iv i d u a l s  were in te rv iew ed  dur ing  the 
time p e r io d  between October,  1982 and A p r i l ,  1983* P r i o r  to 
th e  in te rv ie w s ,  two members of the  V i r g in ia  A sso c ia t io n  of  
School Personnel  A d m in is t ra to r s  (VASPA) were in te rv iew ed  to  
o b ta in  comments on in te rv iew  tech n iq u es  and the  c l a r i t y  o f  
the  q u e s t io n s .  These re sponden ts  were not  inc luded  in  the  
25 in  the  s tudy because o f  changes made in  the  in te rv iew  
in s t rum en t  fo l lo w in g  the  two p r a c t i c e  in te rv ie w s .  In  
a d d i t i o n  to  e d i t o r i a l  changes made in  the  in te rv iew  
in s t ru m e n t ,  a q u es t io n  on perce ived  in f lu e n c e  was inc luded 
f o r  a l l  responden ts  to de te rm ine  whether th e re  was any 
s i m i l a r i t y  between p e rc e p t io n s  o f  dec is ion-m aking  groups and 
in f lu e n c in g  groups.
Nachmias (1979) c i t e d  g en e ra l  in fo rm at io n  on in te rv iew  
tech n iq u e s  and purposes .  A more complete a n a l y s i s  o f  
in te rv ie w  techn iques  was d e t a i l e d  in E l i t e  and S p e c i a l i z e d  
In te rv ie w in g  (Dexter ,  1970). This source  provided a 
d e t a i l e d  a n a ly s i s  of  in te rv ie w  techn iques  e s p e c i a l l y  in  
a l low ing  the  in te rv iew ee  to  d e f in e ,  r e c a l l ,  and determine 
what was r e l e v a n t  in  the  s i t u a t i o n  under s tudy .
S ev e ra l  sources  were used in  developing the  methodology
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which involved coding and con ten t  a n a l y s i s .  Galfo (1975) 
had a g e n e ra l  guide  to co n te n t  a n a l y s i s .  Other sou rces  on 
co n ten t  a n a l y s i s  inc luded  F ranc is  and Leege (197^),  Benson 
(1969),  and M e r r i t t  (1966).  Even though M e r r i t t  focused on 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  h i s  communication model was 
s u i t a b l e  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  to  t h i s  s tu d y .  Putnam (1971) coded 
in te rv iew ee  responses  i n  h i s  s tudy of  in te rv ie w s  of  members 
of the  B r i t i s h  House of  Commons and the  I t a l i a n  Chamber o f  
Deputies .  This provided  samples of  coding te chn iques  which 
had some a p p l i c a b i l i t y  to  t h i s  s tu d y .
F in s te rb u s c h  and Motz (1980) l i s t e d  the  v a r io u s  
in f lu e n c e r s  in p o l i t i c a l  decis ion-making which were c i t e d  in  
the  p rocess  model d e s c r ib ed  in  t h i s  c h a p te r .  Wise (1979) 
descr ibed  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  p o l icy  i n t e r v e n t i o n  and the  
components o f  e d u c a t io n a l  p o l ic y .  Other sources  which 
provided background on methodology inc luded  Cook and S c i o l i  
(1975),  Quade (1975),  C l i f f o r d  (1975),  Deutsch (1963),
Bauer, e t  a l .  (1972),  and Campbell, e t  a l .  (1981).
Data Analys is
Data were ana lyzed  through c o n te n t  a n a ly s i s  (Galfo ,
1975) in  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  p r e s s u re ,  i n f lu e n c e ,  c r i t i c a l  
ev e n ts ,  and r e s e a r c h .  In te rv iew ee  responses  were d iv ided  
in to  the c a t e g o r i e s  in each a rea ,  and a frequency count was 
ap p l ied  t o  each c a te g o ry .  The re sponses  were c h a r t e d  in  the  
fo l low ing  groups:  (a) a l l  responden ts  (N=25), (b) the  n ine
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groups which comprised th e  sample, (c) dec is ion-making 
groups (N=9), and (d) nondecis ion-making groups (N=16). 
Weights were p re se n te d  th e  way they were made. Even though 
a c a teg o ry  had a l a r g e r  number o f  i tems or responden ts  i n  
agreement, t h i s  d id  not  mean t h a t  i t  was more important  or  
more a c c u r a te .  I t  only meant t h a t  i t  had a g r e a t e r  number 
of  re sponses  or i tem s.
Summary
In  t h i s  c h a p te r ,  th e  da ta  so u rc e s ,  form of in te rv ie w ,  
and models ap p l ied  to  the  r e s e a rc h  were d e s c r ib ed .  
Twenty-five in d iv i d u a l s  who had, who may have had, or who 
t r i e d  to  have in f lu e n c e  or who were involved  in  the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p ro cess  were in te rv iew ed .  The in te rv iew  was 
used so t h a t  fo l low-up q u e s t io n s  could be asked as  a r e s u l t  
of  in fo rm at ion  provided by the re sp o n d en ts .  The in te rv ie w s  
were taped ,  and th e  responden ts  were as su red  anonymity. The
dec is ion-making  groups were the  Board of  Education ,  the 
Department o f  Educa t ion ,  and the  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved 
Programs Study Committee. The p o t e n t i a l  i n f lu e n c e r s  were 
the  Advisory Committee, f a c u l t y  and a d m in i s t r a to r s  from 
schoo ls  of  ed u ca t io n ,  t e a c h e r s ,  school system a d m in i s t r a t o r  
o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  p a r e n t s ,  and i n d iv i d u a l s  who had a s p e c i f i c  
i n t e r e s t  in  p r i v a t e  schoo ls  and c o l l e g e s ,  b u s in e s se s ,  
s p e c i f i c  endorsements,  or  the  noneducation  segment of  h ig h e r  
ed u ca t io n .  Even though many of  the  in te rv ie w  q u es t io n s  were
the  same, two s e p a r a t e  in te rv ie w  in s t ru m en ts  (Appendices B 
and C) were used depending on whether a responden t  was in  a 
dec is ion-m aking  or  a nondecis ion-making group.
The models used to o rg an ize  the  da ta  ob ta ined  from the  
in te rv iew s  and documents prov ided  by in te rv iew e e s  were 
M e r r i t t ' s  (1966) communication model (Appendix D) and a 
p o l i t i c a l  in f lu e n c e s  p rocess  model (F in s te rb u sch  and Motz, 
1980). Content a n a l y s i s  in  the  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  p r e s s u re ,  
i n f lu e n c e ,  c r i t i c a l  ev en ts ,  and r e s e a r c h  was used to  ana lyze  
the  d a ta .
Chapter  4 
RESULTS
The purpose of t h i s  s tudy  i s  to  determine i f  those  who 
in f lu e n c e d  V i r g in ia  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  in c o rp o ra te d  
r e s e a r c h  on te a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to  
e s t a b l i s h  or t o  suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  The f in d in g s  a re  
based on in te rv ie w  da ta  from 25 responden ts  r e p r e s e n t in g  
dec is ion-m aking  and nondecis ion-making groups,  and an 
a n a l y s i s  of  the  recorded minutes  of  the  Board of  Education ,  
the  Advisory and Study Committees, and p o s i t i o n  papers  
p re se n te d  by o th e r  p o t e n t i a l l y  i n f lu e n c in g  groups.  The da ta  
a n a l y s i s  and r e s u l t s  a re  p re se n te d  under the  fo l low ing  
head ings :  (a)  Methods Used by Groups to  In f lu e n c e ,  (b)
O rg a n iza t io n  of  Data, (c)  A nalys is  o f  Data,  (d) P o l i t i c a l  
In f lu e n c e s  P rocess  Model, and (e) Hypotheses.
Methods Used by Groups to  I n f lu e n ce  
The v a r io u s  groups t h a t  fo rm a l ly  met with  the  Board of 
Education  to  d is c u s s  the  proposed c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  
inc luded  the  VEA ( V i rg in i a ,  Notes .  June 25, 1981), the  
V i r g in i a  A sso c ia t io n  of C ol leges  o f  Teacher Education 
( V i rg in i a ,  Notes ,  A pr i l  23, 1981), th e  Council  of Higher 
Education  ( V i rg in i a ,  Notes ,  December 4, 1980), the  V i rg in ia  
School Boards A s so c ia t io n ,  th e  V i r g in ia  A sso c ia t io n  of 
School A d m in is t ra to r s  ( V i r g in i a ,  Notes,  Ju ly  29, 1981), the 
House Education  Committee, and the  Senate  Committee on
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Education  and Health  (V i rg in i a ,  Notes,  January 22, 1981; 
January  28, 1982).
The V i rg in ia  Education A sso c ia t io n ,  th e  V i rg in ia  
A sso c ia t io n  of  Independent Schools ,  the  Department of 
Education ,  th e  V i r g in ia  A sso c ia t io n  of  School 
A d m in is t r a to r s ,  l o c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  the  V i r g in ia  
A sso c ia t io n  o f  Colleges o f  Teacher Education ,  and the 
V i r g in ia  Congress of  P a ren ts  and Teachers were r e p re s e n te d  
on the  Study Committee (Jones ,  Note 2 ) .  Much o f  the  in p u t  
from groups not  r e p r e s e n te d  on the  Study Committee was by 
w r i t t e n  correspondence and i n d iv i d u a l  c o n ta c t s  ( In te rv iew  
No. 2 ) .  The S u p e r in ten d e n t  of Pub l ic  I n s t r u c t i o n  and the  
Department of  Education s t a f f  had d i r e c t  c o n t a c t  with the 
Advisory Committee, the  Study Committee, and the  Board 
( In te rv iew  Nos. 10 and 8; V i r g in i a ,  Minutes Board, February 
26, 1982; Minutes Study, January  15-16, 1981).
In  a d d i t io n  to  meetings with v a r io u s  groups,  o the r  
communicative methods inc luded  l e t t e r s  and phone c a l l s  to  
Davis and h is  s t a f f  ( In te rv ie w  Nos. 3, 12, 17, 2 4 ) ,  l e t t e r s  
or p o s i t i o n  papers  to  the  Department o f  Education  ( In te rv iew  
Nos. 12, 13, 19), phone c a l l s  to  Board members ( In te rv ie w  
No. 5 ) ,  a t tendance  a t  Board meetings ( In te rv ie w  Nos. 1, 3,
17, 24) ,  l e t t e r s  to  Board members ( In te rv ie w  Nos. 13, 16) 
i n d iv i d u a l  c o n v e rs a t io n s  with  l e g i s l a t o r s  ( In te rv ie w  No.
14), and w r i t t e n  and o r a l  communication to the  Study
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Committee ( In te rv iew  No. 25 ) .
O rgan iza t ion  o f  Data
The communication model (Appendix D) was used to  
o rg an iz e  the  in fo rm a t io n  ob ta ined  from th e  in te rv ie w s  and 
o r g a n iz a t io n  p o s i t i o n  p ap e rs .  This  model was o rgan ized  by 
groups with th e  f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  WHY, WHO, WHAT, WHOM, and 
EFFECT. L e t t e r  codes which followed the  c h a r t  r ep re s e n te d  
th e  m o t iva t ion  s ta te m e n ts ,  th e  communicators, t h e  message 
s ta te m e n ts ,  the  r e c i p i e n t s  o f  the  messages, and th e  e f f e c t  
s t a te m e n ts .
The e f f e c t s  c i t e d  were based on in te rv iew  resp o n ses  or 
p o s i t i o n  pape rs .  The e f f e c t s  fo r  each group were what t h a t  
group be l ieved  was accomplished.  The r e c i p i e n t  o f  the  
message was the  group which was c i t e d  by the  in te rv ie w e e s .  
There may have been o th e r  groups,  e s p e c i a l l y  th e  p r e s s ,  t h a t  
could  have been cons idered  planned r e c i p i e n t s  o r  c a r r i e r s  of 
the  message, but  they  were n o t  always c i t e d  by th e  
in te rv ie w e e s .  The m o t iv a t io n  and message in  some ca ses  were 
the  same.
Codes were used f o r  m o t iv a t io n  (WHY), communicator 
(WHO), message (WHAT), r e c i p i e n t  (WHOM), and e f f e c t  (EFFECT) 
in  the  communications c h a r t .  The code l i s t i n g  fo l lowed the 
c h a r t .  Code A "improve q u a l i t y  of  t e a c h e r s , "  under 
m o t iv a t io n ,  was the  code which inc luded th e  l a r g e s t  number 
o f  responses .  I n d iv id u a l s  f a v o r in g  and opposed to  the
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l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach may have done so because o f  the  d e s i r e  
to  improve t e a c h e r  q u a l i t y  as well  as  f o r  o th e r  reasons .
The m o t iv a t io n  s ta te m e n ts  were summary s ta tem en ts  and the 
message s ta tem en ts  r e f l e c t  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  what th e  group 
advocated .
The predominant m o t iv a t io n  was to  improve the  q u a l i t y  
o f  t e a c h in g .  The message v a r ie d  depending on what d i f f e r e n t
groups be l iev ed  was the  a p p r o p r i a t e  way to  improve the
q u a l i t y  o f  t e a c h e r s .
Each group t r i e d  to  communicate i t s  i n t e r e s t  to  the 
Board of  Education .  The Board was the r e c i p i e n t  of 48 
communication e f f o r t s  and th e  B o a rd 's  p u b l ic  hea r in g  
p rovided  the  o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  much of t h i s  communication. 
S ince  the  Board was the  f i n a l  a u t h o r i t y  on c e r t i f i c a t i o n
r e g u l a t i o n s ,  i t  was a p p r o p r i a t e  t h a t  i t  be the  r e c i p i e n t  of
most communication e f f o r t s .
A g ro u p 's  success  as p e rce iv ed  by t h a t  group was 
u s u a l ly  r e l a t e d  to  the  g ro u p 's  p o s i t i o n s  on the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach and p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  w ith  the  assessm ent.
An endorsement a rea  g ro u p 's  success  was based on what was 
approved f o r  t h a t  endorsement a r e a .  Most of the  "F" 
(u n s u c c e s s fu l )  e f f e c t s  and "A" ( s u c c e s s f u l )  e f f e c t s  were 
r e l a t e d  to  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  and p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
i s s u e s  ( a d d i t i o n a l  comments a re  in  the d i s c u s s io n  by group).
Analys is  o f  Data 
The a n a l y s i s  of da ta  i s  p re sen ted  under the  t o p i c s  of 
P re s su re  and I n f lu e n c e ,  C r i t i c a l  Events ,  and Research .
There i s  a s e p a r a t e  a n a l y s i s  by group which summarizes the  
concerns ,  i n t e r e s t s ,  and o th e r  re sponses  of  each group. 
P re s s u r e ,  I n f lu e n c e .  C r i t i c a l  Events ,  and Research 
A f requency count on responses  in  the  a rea s  o f  
p r e s s u r e ,  i n f lu e n c e ,  c r i t i c a l  e v e n ts ,  and r e s e a r c h  was used 
in  summarizing th e  re sponses  by group. Since the  sample was 
no t  random, the  f requency counts  and p e rcen tag es  were 
a p p l i c a b l e  only to  the  25 in te rv ie w ee s  and were not  
n e c e s s a r i l y  g e n e r a l i z a b l e  to  any l a r g e r  p o p u la t io n .
P re ssu re  and In f lu e n c e
Table 1 c o n t a in s  the  frequency count from a l l  s u b je c t s  
on groups p e rce ived  as  app ly ing  th e  g r e a t e s t  p r e s s u r e .  This 
coun t  i s  a l s o  l i s t e d  by each of  th e  n ine  respondent  
subgroups.  The t o t a l  does not  n e c e s s a r i l y  equal the  
subgroup resp o n ses  s in c e  some in te rv ie w e e s  a re  members of 
more than one group.
The schoo ls  of  educa t ion  (Table  1) were p e rce iv ed  by 
44$ o f  the  responden ts  as a p p l i e r s  of p r e s s u r e ,  which was 
more than any o th e r  group. The nex t  th r e e  in  o rd e r  were the  
VEA (3256), General Assembly (28$),  and p r i v a t e  schoo ls  
(20$) .  A t o t a l  o f  20 groups were c i t e d  a s  a p p l i e r s  of 
p r e s s u r e .
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Table 2 c o n ta in s  the  f requency count from a l l  
r e sponden ts  on the  groups p e rce iv ed  as  having th e  most 
in f lu e n c e .  Table 3 compares the  p e rc e p t io n  of  the  
re sponden ts  in  the  nondecis ion-making groups on groups 
app ly ing  p r e s s u re  and having the  g r e a t e s t  in f lu e n c e .
Table 4 has the  same comparison f o r  the  dec is ion-making 
groups.
The General Assembly (Table 2) was the  group p e rce iv ed  
by more of the  responden ts  a s  having the  most in f lu e n c e  
(4456). Next in  order  of  pe rce ived  in f lu e n c e r s  were the  VEA 
(3256), Davis (24£),  th e  p re s s  (24j£), and schoo ls  of 
educa t ion  (2056).
The groups which were c i t e d  as  a p p l i e r s  o f  p r e s s u re  
were no t  always viewed as  th e  groups having in f lu e n c e .  The 
General Assembly (Table 1) was seen as app ly ing  p r e s s u re  by 
2856 o f  the  r e sp o n d en ts .  However, 44^ o f  the  re sponden ts  
(Table 2) viewed the  General  Assembly as one of  the  major 
i n f l u e n c e r s .  Other groups t h a t  in c re a se d  by more than one 
responden t  (456 ) from the  number of  responden ts  i n d i c a t i n g  
p r e s s u r e  (Table 1) to  in f lu e n c e  (Table 2) were Davis (12^ to  
24j6) and the  p r e s s  (1256 to  2456). Groups which were c i t e d  
l e s s  o f t e n ,  by a d i f f e r e n c e  of  more than one re sponden t ,  as  
i n f lu e n c e r s  in  Table 2 than  as  a p p l i e r s  of  p r e s s u r e  in  Table 
1 were the  schoo ls  of  educa t ion  (from 44j6 to  2056) and 
p r i v a t e  schoo ls  (20% to  1256).
Minor d i f f e r e n c e s  occurred  in  the  p e rc e p t io n s  of 
dec is ion-m aking  (Table 4) and nondecis ion-making groups 
(Table 3)* F i f t y  p e rc e n t  of those  in  the  nondecision-making 
group viewed the  VEA as one o f  the  groups app ly ing  the  
g r e a t e s t  p r e s s u r e ;  the  VACTE was second with 43.856. The 
VEA and the  General Assembly were each c i t e d  by 37.556 of the  
nondec is ion  makers as groups having the  most in f lu e n c e .  
According to  the dec is ion-m aking  responden ts  (Table 4) the  
g r e a t e s t  a p p l i e r s  o f  p r e s s u r e  were the  General Assembly and 
VACTE which were mentioned by 44-456 of the  dec is ion-m aking  
r e sp o n d en ts .  S p ec ia l  educa t ion  advoca tes  were nex t  (33*356). 
Five (55.6$)  c i t e d  the  General Assembly as having the  
g r e a t e s t  in f lu e n c e ;  s p e c i a l  ed u ca t io n  advoca tes  were aga in  
next  (33.356). Each o f  the  fo l lo w in g  were mentioned by two 
o f  the  dec is ion-m aking  re sponden ts :  the  Department of
Education ,  Davis ,  the  VEA, th e  p r e s s ,  p r i v a t e  sc h o o ls ,  
s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups,  and the  Board of  Education .
When the  dec is ion-m aking  (Table 4) and n o ndec is ion ­
making groups (Table 3) were viewed as s e p a r a te  s e t s  of  
re sponden ts ,  the  number in both  groups c i t i n g  the  General 
Assembly as in f lu e n c e r s  in c reased  from the  number c i t i n g  the  
General Assembly as  a p p l i e r s  o f  p r e s s u r e .  The number c i t i n g  
the  VACTE and p r i v a t e  schoo ls  decreased  from p r e s s u r e  to 
in f lu e n c e  in  both groups .  The number c i t i n g  th e  p r e s s
in c re a se d  from p re s s u re  to  in f lu e n c e  in  dec is ion-m aking  and 
nondecis ion-making groups.  In Table 3 s p e c i a l  educa t ion  
advocacy groups were not  c i t e d  as  a p p l i e r s  of  p r e s s u re  or 
having the  g r e a t e s t  i n f lu e n c e  in  the  nondecis ion-making 
sample; however 33-3% o f  the  dec is ion-m aking  sample (Table 
4) c i t e d  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  advocacy groups as  a p p l i e r s  of  
p r e s s u re  and having in f lu e n c e .  The n ine  dec is ion-m aking  
re sponden ts  c i t e d  more in f lu e n c in g  groups (19) than did the  
16 nondecis ion-making responden ts  who c i t e d  15 in f lu e n c in g  
groups.  This  was p l a u s i b l e  s in c e  the dec is ion-m aking  groups 
were the  r e c i p i e n t s  o f  the  in f lu e n c e ,  and the  
nondecis ion-making responden ts  were only  ab le  to  c i t e  what 
they  assumed or observed.
C r i t i c a l  Events
Tables  5 and 6 a r e  the  c r i t i c a l  even ts  t a b l e s .  Table 5 
i s  a l i s t i n g  o f  c i t e d  c r i t i c a l  even ts  by a l l  r e sponden ts .  
Table 6 d iv id e s  the  c r i t i c a l  even ts  by dec is ion-m aking  and 
nondecis ion-making groups.  The c r i t i c a l  even ts  a re  not  
s p e c i f i c  in  some cases  and may r e l a t e  more to  a s e t  of
a c t i v i t i e s  r a t h e r  than one s p e c i f i c  even t .
Anytime a p ro p o sa l  or a c t i o n  o f  Davis was c i t e d  as a
c r i t i c a l  ev en t ,  t h a t  p ro p o sa l  was inc luded  in  a t o t a l  "Davis
Proposa l"  ca tego ry  as  well  as  w i th in  a ca teg o ry  f o r  the  
s p e c i f i c  p ro p o sa l .  The two Davis p ro p o sa ls  ( l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach and p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e )  were n o t  in  a d d i t i o n
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to  the  "Davis P roposa l"  ca teg o ry  but were a p a r t  o f  t h a t  
ca te g o ry .  In  Table 5 Davis and a t  l e a s t  one of  h i s  
p ro p o sa ls  were c i t e d  by 4056 o f  th e  re sponden ts  as  being 
c r i t i c a l  e v e n ts ;  General Assembly a c t i o n s  ( r e s o l u t i o n s )  
were mentioned by 32/6 o f  a l l  r e sp o n d en ts ,  and Robb's 
appointment o f  Lemmon and the  subsequent  vote change by the  
Board were viewed as  c r i t i c a l  even ts  by 24/6 o f  the 
re sponden ts .
In  Table 6, t h r e e  (12/6) re sponden ts  ( a l l  in  the  
dec is ion-m aking  group) c i t e d  the  1981 p u b l ic  h e a r in g s  as a 
c r i t i c a l  even t .  A l a r g e r  number and p e rcen tage  of  the 
dec is ion-m aking  responden ts  than  the nondecis ion-making 
responden ts  b e l iev e d  t h a t  the  General Assembly a c t io n s  were 
c r i t i c a l .  In  a d d i t i o n  55.6/6 o f  the  dec is ion-m aking  
responden ts  viewed D a v i s ' s  p roposa ls  as  c r i t i c a l  compared to
31*3% o f  the nondecis ion-making group. Robb's appointment
\
of Lemmon and the  subsequent  vo te  change by th e  Board were 
viewed by a s i m i l a r  p e rcen tage  (2256 and 25%) in  both  groups 
as being a c r i t i c a l  even t .
Research
Tables  7 through 10 r e f e r  to  the re sp o n ses  to  the  
q u e s t io n s  on r e s e a r c h .  Table 7 c o n ta in s  a frequency count 
of  re sponses  to  the  q u e s t io n s  on r e s e a r c h  which in c lu d es  any 
r e s e a r c h  c i t e d  by responden ts  even i f  i t  was no t  r e l a t e d  to  
t e a c h e r  performance o r  p u p i l  achievement r e s e a r c h .  Table 8
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i n d i c a t e s  the  number who s t a t e d  t h a t  they were aware of 
t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement r e s e a r c h .  Table 9 
shows the  number of re sponden ts  in  each group who r e c a l l e d  
o th e r  groups c i t i n g  t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement 
r e s e a r c h .  Table 10 shows the  number o f  responden ts  who 
could  a c t u a l l y  v e r i f y  use of t e a c h e r  performance or  p u p i l  
achievement r e s e a rc h .
The responses  to  the  q u es t io n s  on r e s e a r c h  v a r i e d .
Some responden ts  c i t e d  knowledge of some type  of  r e s e a r c h  
b u t  not r e s e a r c h  i n d i c a t i n g  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between what was 
r eq u es ted  in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  and t e a c h e r  
performance or p u p i l  achievement.  Three of  the  
dec is ion-m aking  responden ts  c i t e d  some awareness of  
r e s e a r c h .  One r e c a l l e d  a s p e c i f i c  endorsement group which 
was b e l ie v e d  to  have used s tu d e n t  achievement r e s e a r c h  as 
r a t i o n a l e  f o r  advoca t ing  i t s  p o s i t i o n .  The o th e r  two 
thought th e re  was some r e s e a rc h  showing a r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between te a c h e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and knowledge o f  s u b j e c t .  The 
o th e r  form of r e s e a r c h  c i t e d  by th e se  th re e  in  the 
dec is ion-m aking  group i n  answering t h i s  q u e s t io n  were 
r e s e a r c h  on SAT sco res  o f  t e a c h e rs  (2 ) ,  and th e  SREB r e p o r t .  
No one in  t h i s  group s t a t e d  t h a t  they  i n s t i g a t e d  any 
r e s e a r c h  on te a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement .
T h i r te e n  re sponden ts  (Table 7) in  the  n o n d ec is io n ­
making group in d ic a t e d  no awareness of  r e s e a r c h .  One of th e
t h r e e  nondecis ion-making responden ts  who c i t e d  some 
awareness of r e s e a r c h  r e f e r r e d  to  some knowledge of r e s e a r c h  
on te a c h e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and r e c a l l e d  r e s e a r c h  da ta  which 
showed t h a t  th e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
between knowledge of  s u b je c t  m a t te r  and s tu d e n t  achievement. 
Another c i t e d  d a t a  ob ta ined  from c o l l e g e  g rad u a te s  who went 
in to  te ach in g  on how w el l  they though t  they were prepared  
bu t  s t a t e d  t h a t  a c tu a l  r e s e a r c h  on su p p o r t in g  a s tand  on 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  based on r e s e a r c h  on t e ac h e r  
performance or p u p i l  achievement was " n o n - e x i s t e n t . "
Research i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t e ach e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  "was no t  well  
r e f l e c t e d  . . .  in  t h e i r  being c e r t i f i e d  or not"  (Bridge,  
1979, p. 243) was used by one re sponden t  to  p rov ide  support  
in  favor  of  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
Responses to  the  r e s e a r c h  q u e s t io n  which were in  the 
"Awareness of Research" ca teg o ry  in  Table  7 bu t  were not 
r e l a t e d  t o  t e a c h e r  performance o r  p u p i l  achievement were 
p laced  in  the  "Were no t  Aware" c a te g o ry  in  Table  8. The 
r e s u l t  was t h a t  two in  the  dec is ion-m aking  group claimed 
t h a t  they  knew of  o th e r s  who were aware of  t h i s  type of 
r e s e a r c h  ( th e  sou rces  mentioned by the  two in  the  
dec is ion-making  group a s  us ing  te a c h e r  performance or  pupi l  
achievement r e s e a r c h  d id  not v e r i f y  t h e  use o f  t h i s  type  of 
r e s e a r c h ) .  Two in  the  nondecis ion-making group claimed 
awareness of t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement
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Table 1
Groups C i ted  by Respondents as  P re s su re  Groups 
by Number and Percentage
Respondent
Respondent
Number
Groups
3 4 4 3 3 3 6 8 3  Actual 
A B C D E F G H I  *Total  (25)
P re ssu re  Groups
General Assembly 1 2 0 1 0 2 1 1 1 7 (28%)
Department of
Education 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 1 3
OJ
Schools  o f  Education
(VACTE) 1 2 1 1 1 2 3 4 2 11 (4456)
Davis 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 3 (1236)
VEA 0 0 1 2 1 0 4 3 0 8 (3256)
Local
S u p e r in ten d e n ts 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 (856)
VASPA 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 ( 436 )
P re ss 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 3 (12?6)
P r iv a t e Business 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 (856)
P r iv a t e Schools 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 5 (2036)
P r iv a t e C o l leg e s /
A rts and L e t t e r s 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 (836 )
S p ec ia l I n t e r e s t
Groups 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 ( 1256)
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Board of Education 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 (456)
S pec ia l  Education  
Council of  Higher
0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 (856)
Education 
English  as  a Second
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (456 )
Language 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 m)
G if ted 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 456 )
Vocational  Education 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 (856 )
L ib ra ry 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 ( 456 )
Guidance 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 ( 456 )
Reading 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Respondent Groups
A -  Board o f  Education
B -  Department o f  Education
C -  Schools of Educat ion  (VACTE)
D -  Teachers (VEA)
E -  P a ren ts  
F -  A d m in is t ra to r s  
G -  I n t e r e s t  Groups 
H -  Advisory Committee 
I  -  Study Committee
#Total  does not always equal subgroup responses  s in ce  some 
in te rv iew e e s  were members of more than one group.
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Table 2
Respondents by Group Who Cited  S p e c i f i c  P re ssu re  Groups 
as  I n f lu e n c in g  Groups by Number and Percen tage
Respondent Number 3 4 4 3 3 3 6 8 3 Actual
Respondent Groups A B c D E F G H I #Total  (25
P re s su re  Groups
General Assembly 2 2 1 1 1 2 3 3 1 11 (44J6)
Department of
Education 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 1 4 (16%)
Schools of  Education
(VACTE) 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 (2.0%)
Davis 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 4 3 6 (24%)
VEA 2 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 0 8 (32%)
Local
S u p e r in ten d en ts 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (4%)
VASPA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (4%)
Press 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 3 0 6 (24%)
P r iv a te Business 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 (856)
P r iv a te Schools 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 (12%)
P r iv a t e C o l leg e s /
Arts and L e t t e r s 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (456)
S p ec ia l I n t e r e s t
Groups 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 (8%)
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Board of  Education 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 2 (8%)
S p ec ia l  Education 
Council  of  Higher
1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 (12%)
Education 
E ng l ish  as a Second
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (4$)
Language 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 456)
G if ted 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (4%)
Vocational  Education 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 (4?)
L ib ra ry 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guidance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reading
Other:
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 (458)
SREB Report 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 (856)
Respondent Groups
A -  Board of Education
B -  Department of Education
C -  Schools o f  Education (VACTE)
D -  Teachers (VEA)
E -  P a ren ts  
F -  A d m in is t ra to rs  
G -  I n t e r e s t  Groups 
H -  Advisory Committee 
I -  Study Committee
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#Tota l  does not always equal subgroup responses  s in c e  some 
in te rv ie w e e s  were members o f  more than one group.
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Table 3
Nondecision-Making Respondents Who Cited  S p e c i f i c  Groups 
as P re s su re  Groups and S p e c i f i c  Groups as  In f lu e n c in g  
Groups by Number and Percen tage
Respondents = 16
P re ssu re In f lu e n ce
P re ssu re  Groups
General Assembly 3
CO•
CO 6 (37 .5?)
Department o f  Education 1 ( 6.338) 2 (12.5?)
Schools of  Education  (VACTE) 7 (43. 836) 4 (25.0?)
Dr. Davis 1 ( 6.338) 4 (25.0?)
VEA 8 (50.0?) 6 (37.5?)
Local S u p e r in ten d en ts 2 (12.5?) 1 ( 6 .3?)
VASPA 1 ( 6 .3?) 0
P ress 3 (18.8?) 4 (25.0?)
P r iv a t e  Business 2 (12.5?) 2 (12.5?)
P r i v a t e  Schools 2 (12.5?) 1 ( 6 .3?)
P r i v a t e  C o l leg e s /A r t s  and L e t t e r s 1 ( 6 .358) 0
S p e c ia l  I n t e r e s t  Groups 1 ( 6 .3?) 0
Board of Education 0 0
S p ec ia l  Education 1 ( 6 .3?) 0
Council  of Higher Education 0 0
E ng l ish  as a Second Language 0 0
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G if ted
Voca t iona l  Education
L ib ra ry
Guidance
Reading
SREB
0
0
1 ( 6.356) 
0 
0 
0
0
0
0
0
1 ( 6.356)
2 ( 1 2 .  556)
Table 4
Decision-Making Respondents Who Cited S p e c i f i c  Groups 
as P re s su re  Groups and S p e c i f i c  Groups 
as  In f lu e n c in g  Groups by Number and Percentage
Respondents = 9
P re ssu re In f lu e n c e
P re ssu re  Groups
General Assembly 4 (44. 456) 5 (55.6$)
Department of  Education 2 (22.256) 2 (22.2$)
Schools o f  Education (VACTE) 4 (44 . 456 ) 1 (11.1$)
Davis 2 (22.256) 2 (22.2$)
VEA 0 2 (22.2$)
Local S u p e r in ten d e n ts 0 0
VASPA 0 1 (11.1$)
P ress 0 2 (22.2$)
P r iv a te  Business 0 0
P r iv a te  Schools 3 (33.356) 2 (22.2$)
P r iv a t e  C o l leg e s /A r t s  and L e t t e r s 1 (11.156) 1 (11.1$)
S p ec ia l  I n t e r e s t  Groups 2 (22.256) 2 (22.2$)
Board of Education 1 (11.1$) 2 (22.2$)
S p e c ia l  Education 3 (33.3$) 3 (33.3$)
Council  of  Higher Education 1 (11.1$) 1 (11.1$)
English  as  a Second* Language 1 (11.1$) 1 (11.1$)
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G if ted 1 (11.156) 1
Vocational  Education 2 (22.256) 1
L ib ra ry 1 (11.156) 0
Guidance 1 (11.156) 0
Reading 0 1
O th e r :
SREB Report 0 0
Table 5
Respondents by Group Who Cited S p e c i f i c  Events 
as C r i t i c a l  Events
Respondent Number 3 4 4 3 3 3 6 8 3 Actual
Respondent Groups A B C D E F G H I *Total(25)
Events
Davis Proposal 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 7 3 10 (4056)
Davis: L ib e ra l
Arts 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 4 2 4 (16%)
D avis :
P ro v i s io n a l
C e r t i f i c a t e 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 3 1 6 (24J6)
Robb’ s Appointment
of  Lemmon and
Vote Change 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 6 (2456)
VEA Lobbying 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 ( 836 )
Newspaper A r t i c l e s 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ( 456 )
General Assembly
R e so lu t io n s  and
L e g i s l a t i o n 2 3 2 0 1 0 1 3 0 8 (3256)
SREB Report 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 ( 8%)
Council  of Higher 
Education
Testimony 
Math and Science 
Teacher Shortage 
Meeting with
Department o f  
Education 
Middle School Vote 
S upe r in ten d en t  
Meeting with 
Study Committee 
Pub l ic  Hearings 
Meeting with
S up er in ten d en t  
P r iv a t e  School 
Lobbying 
Board of Education  
A c t i v i t i e s  
P u b l ic  Awareness o f  
Inadequa te ly  
Prepared  Teachers 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 1
0 3 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
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0 0 0 1 ( i |js)
1 0  0 1 ( k%)
0 0 0 1 ( H%)
1 1 1  2 ( Q%)
0 2 1 2 ( 856)
0 0 0 3 ( 1256)
0 1 0  1 ( 4%)
0 0 0 1 ( 456)
0 0 0 1 ( 456)
0 0 0 1 ( 4j6)
Respondent Groups
A -  Board o f  Education
B -  Department o f  Education
C -  Schools  of  Education  (VACTE)
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D -  Teachers (VEA)
E -  P a ren ts  
F -  A d m in is t ra to rs  
G -  I n t e r e s t  Groups 
H -  Advisory Committee 
I  -  Study Committee
*Tota l  does no t  always equal subgroup resp o n ses  s in c e  some 
in te rv iew ee s  were members of more than one group.
Table  6
Decision-Making and Nondecision-Making Respondents Who Cited  
S p e c i f i c  Events as  C r i t i c a l  Events
by Number and Percentage
Respondent Number 9 16 Actual
Respondent Groups Decision Nondecision T ota l (25)
Events
Davis Proposal 5 (55-6%) 5 (31 . 356) 10 (40J6)
Davis: L ib e ra l
Arts 2 (22.250 2 (12. 556) 4 ( 1656)
Davis:
P ro v is io n a l
C e r t i f i c a t e 2 (22.250 4 (25.056) 6 (24%)
Robb’ s Appointment
o f  Lemmon and
Vote Change 2 (22.256) 4 (25.056) 6 (24J6)
VEA Lobbying 2 (22.256) 0 2 ( 856)
Newspaper A r t i c l e s 1 (11.1%) 0 1 ( 456 )
General Assembly
R eso lu t io n s  and
L e g i s l a t i o n 5 ( 5 5 . 6%) 3 (18.8J6) 8 (32J6)
SREB Report 2 (22.256) 0 2 ( 8%)
Council  of Higher
Education 
Testimony 
Math and Science 
Teacher Shortage 
Meeting with
Department of  
Education 
Middle School Vote 
S up er in ten d en t  
Meeting w ith  
Study Committee 
P u b l ic  Hearings 
Meeting with
S uper in tenden t  
P r iv a t e  School 
Lobbying 
Board o f  Education 
A c t i v i t i e s  
Pub l ic  Awareness of 
Inadequa te ly  
Prepared Teachers
1 (11.136) 0
0 1
0 1
1 ( 1 1 . 136) 1
2 (2 2 . 2 %)  0
1 ( 11 . 156) 0
1 ( 11 . 156) 0
1 ( 436) 
( 6.336) 1 ( 4?)
( 6 .356) 1 ( 4J6)
( 6.356) 2 ( 8?6)
2 ( 836)
3 ( 1236) 
1 ( 456) 
1 ( 436) 
1 ( 456 ) 
1 ( 436 )
3 (33.336)
1 (6.356) 
1 (6.336)
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Table 7
Claimed Awareness o f  Research 
by Decision-Making and Nondecision-Making Groups
Respondent Number 
Respondent Groups
9
Decis ion
16
Nondecision
25
Tota l
Response 
Awareness of
Research 3 (33-336) 3 ( 18 . 836) 6 (24$)
Not Aware of
Research 6 (66.7$)  13 (81 .2$)  19 (76$)
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Table 8 
Claimed Awareness of 
Teacher Performance— Pupi l  Achievement Research 
by Decision-Making and Nondecision-Making Groups
Respondent Number 9 16 25
Respondent Groups Decis ion______ Nondecision_________Tota l
Claimed Awareness* 2 (22.2$) 2 (12.5$)  4 (16$)
Were Not Aware 7 (77.8$) 14 (87.5$)  21 (84$)
*Decision-Making Groups (Department of  Education -  1; Board 
of  Education  -  1);  Nondecision-Making Groups (Local 
A d m in is t ra to r  -  1; Schools of Education  -  1)
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Table 9
Respondents in  Decision-Making and Nondecision-Making Groups 
Who I n d ic a t e d  Awareness of  Nondecision-Making Groups Which 
Cited  Research on Teacher Performance— P up i l  Achievement
Respondent Number 
Respondent Groups
9
D ecis ion
16
Nondecision
25
T o ta l
R eca l led  Groups
C i t in g  Research 1 (11.1$) 2 (12.5$) 3 (12$)
Did Not R e ca l l  Any 
Groups C i t in g
Research 7 (77.7$) 12 (75 .0$)  19 (76$)
Not Sure 1 (11.1$) 2 (12.5$)  3 (12$)
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Table  10
Respondents in  Decision-Making and Nondecision-Making Groups
Who In d ic a te d  Use of  
Teacher Performance— P up i l  Achievement Research
Respondent Number 
Respondent Groups
9
D ecis ion
16
Nondecision
25
T o ta l
Used This Form
o f  Research 0 1 ( 6 .25$)  1 ( 4$)
Did Not Use This 
Form of
Research 9 (100.0$)  15 (93-75$) 24 (96$)
105
r e s e a r c h  which r e l a t e d  to  t e ac h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .
Table 9 p rov ides  a frequency count of  decis ion-making 
and nondecision-making responden ts  who c i t e d  some knowledge 
o f  o th e r  groups c i t i n g  t e ach e r  performance or p u p i l  
achievement r e s e a r c h .  Three responden ts  thought  they 
r e c a l l e d  groups which c i t e d  te ach e r  performance or  p u p i l  
achievement r e se a rc h .
Table 10 shows the  f i n a l  t a b u l a t i o n  on r e s e a rc h  which 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  one of  the  responden ts  in  the  
nondecision-making group d id  c i t e  and use r e s e a r c h  r e l a t e d  
to  p u p i l  achievement or  t e a c h e r  performance to j u s t i f y  the  
g ro u p 's  p o s i t i o n .
A na lys is  by Group
The fo l low ing  d i s c u s s io n  by group summarizes the 
concerns ,  i n t e r e s t s ,  and o th e r  responses  o f  each group. In 
o rde r  to m a in ta in  anonymity in te rv ie w e r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i s  
n o t  used in  t h i s  s e c t io n .
Board of Education
In a d d i t io n  to  some s p e c i f i c  i tems o f  i n t e r e s t  of 
i n d iv i d u a l  board members, t h e r e  was a b e l i e f  among the 
members t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  were one of  the ways 
to  help  in s u re  the  q u a l i t y  of  those  e n t e r in g  th e  teach ing  
p r o f e s s io n .  The o v e r r id in g  i s s u e s  f o r  the  board members 
in te rv iew ed  were p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  and the middle school
endorsement.  The board members agreed t h a t  c lassroom 
c o n ta c t  should begin e a r l i e r  than the s e n io r  y e a r ,  and t h a t  
s tu d e n t  te ach in g  should be a longe r  expe r ience .  However, 
a l l  in te rv iew ed  recogn ized  t h a t  time and f i n a n c i a l  problems 
were a s s o c i a t e d  with a lo n g e r  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  p ro ce s s .  
Opinion was d iv ided  re g a rd in g  a d d i t i o n a l  educa t ion  and 
a d d i t i o n a l  l i b e r a l  a r t s  ( c o n te n t  area)  co u r se s .  The 
p o s i t i o n s  on l i b e r a l  a r t s  courses  ranged from the  s ta tem en t  
t h a t  educa t ion  majors a l r e a d y  took the  same number of 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  courses  as  o th e r  majors to  an advoca t ing  o f  
a d d i t i o n a l  l i b e r a l  a r t s  co u r se s .  No one favored  a d d i t i o n a l  
educa t ion  c o u rse s ,  bu t  th e r e  was i n t e r e s t  in  changing th e  
courses  c u r r e n t l y  r e q u i r e d  because of the  p e rc e p t io n  t h a t  
some of  the  co n ten t  o f  ed u ca t io n  courses  was no t  r e l e v a n t .
None o f  the  board members could  c i t e  s p e c i f i c  r e s e a r c h  
in  terms of p u p i l  achievement or te ac h e r  performance. One 
board member remembered two s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups t h a t  
were b e l iev e d  to  have used some d a ta  on te a c h e r  performance 
or p u p i l  achievement to  suppor t  those  s p e c i f i c  groups.  
(However, fo l low-up  correspondence  did no t  r e v e a l  any use  of 
r e s e a rc h  on te a ch e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement— 
P a n f i l l ,  Note 5 ) .  The SAT r e s e a r c h  comparing te ac h e r  
educa t ion  and l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  was c i t e d  by a board 
member. Other than the  p o s s i b le  excep t ion  a l re a d y  
mentioned, the  consensus o f  the board members in te rv iew ed
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was t h a t  groups making p r e s e n t a t i o n s  and c o n ta c t in g  the 
board members did not  c i t e  r e s e a rc h  on p u p i l  achievement or 
t e a c h e r  performance.
The range o f  p e rce iv ed  c r i t i c a l  even ts  v a r ie d  depending 
on th e  board member. D a v is 's  i n t r o d u c t io n  o f  the 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  concep t ,  the  General Assembly’ s 
p r e s s u re  reg a rd in g  the  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  and Robb's 
appointment o f  Lemmon to  the Board were the  o v e r r id in g  
c r i t i c a l  even ts  f o r  the  Board members. Two Board members 
agreed t h a t  th e  General  Assembly was one of  the  g r e a t e s t  
a p p l i e r s  of p r e s s u r e .  There was no consensus rega rd ing  
which o f  the  o th e r  groups a p p l ie d  the  g r e a t e s t  p r e s s u re .
The p r i v a t e  sch o o ls  and c o l l e g e s ,  a r t s  and l e t t e r s  f a c u l t y  
from c o l l e g e s ,  VASPA, VEA, and Deans o f  the  Schools of 
Education were the  groups mentioned.
Two of th e  th r e e  in te rv iew ed  board members b e l iev ed  the 
General Assembly had the  g r e a t e s t  i n f lu e n c e .  The p r e s s ,  the  
VEA, and s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  s u b je c t  a rea  groups were c i t e d  
once. One board member s t a t e d  t h a t  th e  p r o p ro v is io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e  approach taken by th e  p r e s s  a c t u a l l y  s o l i d i f i e d  
the a n t i p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  segment of the  Board. When 
the VEA appeared to  modify i t s  p o s i t i o n  rega rd ing  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach by ap p a re n t ly  n o t  g iv in g  a s t ro n g  
endorsement o f  educa t ion  co u rse s ,  one board member f e l t  l e s s  
p r e s s u re  to  oppose th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
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There was agreement among board members th a t  few i f  any 
changes occurred  as  a r e s u l t  of  the  p u b l ic  h e a r in g s .  One 
board member no ted  t h a t  those  who spoke reg a rd in g  th e  
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  were opposed to  i t .  I f  th e  d ec is io n  
on p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  had been made based on the 
tes t im ony a t  the  p u b l ic  h ea r in g s  t h e r e  would have been no 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with  the  e v a lu a t io n  component.
Some of  th e  in d iv i d u a l  o b s e rv a t io n s  o r  concerns 
expressed  by the  board members were:
1. The l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach,  acco rd ing  to one who 
opposed i t ,  was a way to  o b ta in  "cheap la b o r"  and keep t a x e s  
down.
2. The p r i v a t e  secondary sch o o ls  were viewed a s  a 
s t ro n g  lobby f o r  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
3. The l o c a l  school  boards and the  p u b l i c  d id  not 
r e a l l y  unders tand  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .
Department o f  Education
The major goal  o f  the  Department of Education 
responden ts  was to  s t r e n g th e n  te a c h e r  educa t ion  and improve 
the  q u a l i t y  o f  t e a c h e r s .  There was concern as  a r e s u l t  of 
the  1981 r e p o r t  from the  Council  of Higher Education  
(V i rg in i a ,  F i n a l ,  1981) t h a t  a t rend  i n d i c a t i n g  a d e c l in e  in  
the  q u a l i t y  o f  te ach e r  educa t ion  majors  had developed.
All  responden ts  in t h i s  group favored  in c lu d in g  the 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  a t  t h e  secondary
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l e v e l .  No one thought t h a t  i t  would be abused by l o c a l  
school  d i v i s i o n s .
Three of  the  responden ts  b e l iev e d  t h a t  some type o f  
o b s e rv a t io n — p a r t i c i p a t i o n  should begin p r i o r  to  the  s e n io r  
y e a r .  The op in ions  on le n g th en in g  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  v a r i e d ,  
and th e re  was no consensus in  t h i s  a r e a .  No one in  t h i s  
group advocated  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  or l i b e r a l  
a r t s  courses  even though th e r e  was the  b e l i e f  t h a t  the  
p u b l i c ’ s p e rce p t io n  was t h a t  te ach e r  c a n d id a te s  should  have 
s t r o n g e r  p r e p a r a t io n  in  the  c o n te n t  a r e a .  Two in te rv ie w e e s  
expressed  i n t e r e s t  in  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  c u r r e n t  educa t ion  course  
requ irem en ts  but  r e t a i n i n g  th e  r e q u i r e d  hours .
A m a jo r i ty  (3) agreed t h a t  General  Assembly a c t i v i t i e s  
were the  c r i t i c a l  even ts  in  the  p ro c e s s .  Other c r i t i c a l  
events  c i t e d  once were the  SREB ta s k  fo rc e  r e p o r t ,  p u b l ic  
h e a r in g s ,  the  meeting between Davis and the Study Committee, 
and the p u b l ic  p e rc e p t io n  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  were in a d eq u a te ly  
p repared .
One responden t  b e l ie v e d  t h a t  p r e s s u re  came from many 
groups,  and no one group a p p l ie d  more p r e s s u re  than any 
o t h e r .  The o th e r  th r e e  re sponden ts  in d ic a t e d  t h a t  
s i g n i f i c a n t  p r e s s u re  was a p p l ie d  by schools  of  ed u ca t io n .
Two responden ts  c i t e d  the  General  Assembly, s p e c i a l  
ed u c a t io n ,  s u b j e c t  a r e a  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups,  and p r i v a t e  
sc h o o ls .  One responden t  viewed th e  S u p e r in ten d en t  as a
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s i g n i f i c a n t  a p p l i e r  o f  p r e s s u r e ,  and ano ther  c i t e d  p r e s s u re  
from p r i v a t e  in d u s t ry .  One o f  the i n t e r e s t s  of a p r i v a t e  
in d u s t ry  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was to  r e q u i r e  a course  in  f r e e  
e n t e r p r i s e  in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  (V i rg in i a ,  Work, 
March 25, 1981).
The only groups c i t e d  by two responden ts  as  in f lu e n c e r s  
were the  p r e s s ,  the  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  lobby,  and the  General 
Assembly. The General Assembly was c i t e d  by one f o r  having 
some in f lu e n c e  over the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach and the  
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e .  One in d iv id u a l  made the  same 
o b se rv a t io n  t h a t  a board member made reg a rd in g  the  VEA 
having the appearance o f  so f te n in g  i t s  s ta n d  a g a i n s t  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach which decreased  the a n t i l i b e r a l  a r t s  
p re s su re  a t  the  board l e v e l .  This same responden t  a l s o  
b e l iev ed  t h a t  the deans of the  schoo ls  of educa t ion  were 
in s t ru m e n ta l  in  caus ing  the  e ig h tee n  sem ester  hours of 
p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  to  be r e t a i n e d .
Three o f  the  responden ts  b e l ie v e d  the  pu b l ic  h ea r in g s  
r e s u l t e d  in some r e v i s i o n s  and provided an o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  
the  Board to  hear  d i s c u s s io n  o f  the proposed p ro v is io n s .
None of  the  in d iv i d u a l s  i n  t h i s  group r e c a l l e d  anyone 
c i t i n g  r e s e a rc h  r e l a t e d  to  te ach e r  performance or p u p i l  
achievement in  advoca t ing  p o s i t i o n s .  One responden t  
in d ic a t e d  some people j u s t  wanted t e a c h e r s  to  have more 
knowledge. Another mentioned awareness of r e s e a r c h  on
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t e ach e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  but  was " s u s p ic io u s "  of any r e s e a r c h  
which might show a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between te ac h e r  p r e p a r a t io n  
and p u p i l  achievement.  This respondent  d id  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
the  Department o f  Education could not f i n d  any r e s e a r c h  in  
terms of  p u p i l  achievement to  suppor t  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
ed u ca t io n ,  but thought th e re  was some i n d i c a t i n g  a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and knowledge of s u b j e c t .  
This comment was the  only s ta tem en t  made i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  
th e re  was some i n t e r e s t  in  de term ining  th e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 
p u p i l  achievement or te a c h e r  performance r e s e a r c h .
Three responden ts  had concerns du r ing  the  r e v i s i o n  
p rocess  over the  e f f e c t  the  new r e g u l a t i o n s  would have on 
i n t e r s t a t e  r e c i p r o c i t y .  Three re sponden ts  favored  the  
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  and one was noncommital because of 
a concern over p o s s i b l e  problems in  the e v a lu a t io n  p ro c e s s .
Some of  the  s p e c i f i c  i n d iv id u a l  comments inc luded :
1. The p r i v a t e  school  e s ta b l i s h m e n t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  S t .  
C h r i s to p h e r s ,  was very e f f e c t i v e  "behind the  s c e n e s ."
2. Charles  Cox, educa t ion  r e p o r t e r  f o r  th e  Richmond 
Times-Dispatch was "more i n f l u e n t i a l  than George Grayson."
3. The group t h a t  " s a t  back" and d id  not ta k e  much 
l e a d e r s h ip  was the  s u p e r in t e n d e n t s '  group.
4. No document i s  p e r f e c t ;  th e re  a r e  always 
compromises.
5. The Study Committee was no t  unanimous on many
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i tem s.
6. The p r i v a t e  schoo ls  made a "good c a s e  over the f a c t  
t h a t  E i n s t e i n  c o u ld n ’ t  teach  i n  p u b l ic  s c h o o ls . "
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs Study Committee
Since  the i n d i v i d u a l s  on the  Advisory Committee who 
were in te rv iew ed  a l s o  r e p r e s e n te d  o th e r  g roups ,  they  were 
inc luded  in  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  groups.  The membership of the  
Advisory Committee changed dur ing  th e  time i n  which the 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  occurred .  The Study 
Committee membership remained c o n s ta n t .  Nine in d iv id u a l s  
were in te rv iew ed  who a t  some time were on t h e  Advisory 
Committee as members or  in an e x - o f f i c i o  c a p a c i ty .  The 
membership of th e  Advisory Committee was seven teen  with 
th r e e  e x - o f f i c i o  members.
Three of the  n ine members of th e  Study Committee were 
in te rv iew e d .  The Study Committee membership inc luded  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  the fo l low ing  groups: t e a c h e r s ,
c o l l e g e s  (3 ) ,  th e  Department o f  Education, s u p e r in t e n d e n t s ,  
p r i v a t e  s c h o o ls ,  p a r e n t s ,  and lo c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .
The major i n t e r e s t  or g o a l  of each of t h e  in te rv iew ed  
members was s i m i l a r .  A l l  t h r e e  c i t e d  reasons  r e l a t e d  to 
improved r e g u l a t i o n s  and improved q u a l i t y  o f  t e a c h e r s .  One 
c i t e d  the  i n t e r e s t  in  moving to  a competency based approach 
in  the  new r e g u l a t i o n s .  All t h r e e  favored r e q u i r i n g
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p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  courses  t o  become f u l l y  c e r t i f i e d .
One was opposed to  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.  The o th e r  two 
b e l ie v e d  i t  was n ec e s s a ry  to  in c lu d e  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach even though th ey  p r e f e r r e d  te ach e r  t r a i n i n g  
programs. One member b e l iev ed  t h a t  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach was the  most c o n t r o v e r s i a l  a s p e c t  of  the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro c e s s .  Another goal was the  
merging o f  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and approved programs’ 
r e g u l a t i o n s .
There was no agreement among the  th re e  on whether th e re  
should  be an e a r l i e r  or longer  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  experience .  
A ll  agreed t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  mix o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  education  
and gene ra l  educa t ion  courses  was adequate .  One s t a t e d  t h a t  
p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  courses  may need to be more 
" r i g o r o u s . "
None of the  th ree  knew of any r e s e a r c h ,  a t  the time 
t h a t  they worked on the p ro p o s a l s ,  reg a rd in g  p u p i l  
achievement or t e a c h e r  performance.  No one r e c a l l e d  any 
group which met w ith  or communicated w i th  the Study 
Committee c i t i n g  r e s e a r c h  r e l a t i n g  to  t e a ch e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement.  In th e  endorsement a rea s  (acco rd ing  to 
two re sp o n d e n ts ) ,  many groups r e q u e s te d  th a t  a d d i t i o n a l  
hours  be added. According to one respondent  "most used the 
approach t h a t  more i s  b e t t e r . "
The responden ts  c i t e d  D a v i s ' s  i n p u t  as be ing  the  major
c r i t i c a l  event  in the  p rocess  ( e s p e c i a l l y  r eg a rd in g  the 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach) .  The only consensus with two 
responden ts  reg a rd in g  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  p r e s s u r e  was t h a t  
Davis a p p l ie d  the  g r e a t e s t  p r e s s u r e .  Other a p p l i e r s  of 
p r e s s u re  mentioned once were: the  General  Assembly, the
Department o f  Education ,  p r i v a t e  s ch o o ls ,  th e  Board of  
Education ,  th e  VACTE, and v o c a t io n a l  ed u ca t io n ,  l i b r a r y ,  
guidance,  and s p e c i a l  educa t ion  ad v iso ry  groups.  The groups 
mentioned as  the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  i n f lu e n c e r s  were th e  Board 
of  Education ( tw ic e ) ,  Davis ( tw ice )  and each of th e  
fo l low ing  once: the  General  Assembly, th e  Department of
Education ,  s p e c i a l  ed u c a t io n ,  r e ad in g ,  and p r i v a t e  s c h o o ls .
There was no agreement among th e  th r e e  responden ts  on 
when the impact occu rred .  One though t  t h a t  the  December, 
1980 and October ,  1981 p u b l ic  h ea r in g s  d id  have some 
in f lu e n c e .  Another thought  t h a t  th e  major impact occurred  
a f t e r  the  Study Committee 's  r e p o r t  and p r i o r  to  th e  p u b l ic  
h e a r in g s .  The t h i r d  thought the impact occurred  when Davis 
and Grayson met with the  Study Committee on January 16,
1981 .
None of  the  th r e e  f u l l y  endorsed the  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e — te a c h e r  e v a lu a t io n  component. One was 
concerned abou t  the problems involved in  implementing the 
e v a lu a t io n  component; an o th e r  thought t h a t  the  "weeding out" 
should be done p r i o r  to  g rad u a t io n  from c o l l e g e ,  and the
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o th e r  be l iev ed  t h a t  the  Study Committee had no cho ice  i n  the 
m a t t e r .
The m isce l lan eo u s  comments inc luded the  fo l low ing :
1. The Study Committee was a f f e c t e d  by advocacy 
groups,  p o l i t i c a l  groups ,  th e  Board, and Davis .
2. Some o f  th e  s u b j e c t  a rea  p ro p o sa ls  would have 
r e q u i r e d  a f i v e - y e a r  program.
3. Local s u p e r in t e n d e n t s  were no t  t h a t  involved .
4. The VACTE communicated with the  Study Committee 
f r e q u e n t ly  and was viewed as  c r i t i c a l  of  the  Study 
Committee.
5. The assumption t h a t  many advocates  made was t h a t  i f
more courses  were r e q u i r e d  in  the s u b j e c t  m a t t e r ,  the
te a c h e r  w i l l  know more and t h e r e f o r e  the  s tu d e n t s  w i l l  l e a rn
more.
6. The a c t u a l  s t a n d a rd s  were r e v i s e d  by the  Study 
Committee. The Advisory Committee changed very l i t t l e  in  
th e  proposed s t a n d a r d s .
7. Two expressed  s u r p r i s e  a t  how e a s i l y  the  members of 
the  Study Committee worked to g e th e r .
8. When Howerton came to  the  meetings he was in  the  
r o l e  of "b r in g in g  th e  word" from Davis and th e  Board of  
Education .
9. The most c r u c i a l  f a c t o r s  were the  compostion o f  the
Study Committee and th e  1976 P re l im ina ry  Proposed Revision
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o f  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  R eg u la t io n s  ( H a r r i s ) .
Schools  o f  Education
One reason t h a t  the  schoo ls  o f  educa t ion  and the  VACTE 
became involved  was t h a t  they  were informed t h a t  i f  they  did 
n o t ,  D a v is ’s p lan  f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  would probably  
be approved. There was a f e e l i n g  among some who rep re se n te d  
schools  o f  educa t ion  t h a t  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach was 
f i r s t  advocated  by th e  p r i v a t e  schoo ls  to  Davis .
The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  g roup ’s major goa l  v a r ie d  
from concern over  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach to  improving the 
q u a l i t y  o f  t e a c h e r s .  All  o f  the re sponden ts  i n  t h i s  
ca tego ry  were opposed to  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach to  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  One was opposed to  d ec reas ing  the  
recommendation from n in e  to  s ix  sem ester  hours f o r  
c e r t i f i c a t e  renewal,  defended theo ry  co u r se s ,  and in d ic a t e d  
t h a t  t h e r e  was a l s o  some s e l f - i n t e r e s t  invo lved  (a r e f e r e n c e  
to  the e f f e c t  l i b e r a l  a r t s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  could have on 
c o l le g e  jo b s ) .
This  group t r i e d  to in f lu e n c e  the p ro p o sa ls  a t  v a r io u s  
times by phone c a l l s  to  Davis ,  l e t t e r s  t o  board members and 
Davis, l e t t e r s  to  newspapers,  te s t im ony befo re  a l e g i s l a t i v e  
committee, a meeting with th e  Board of E duca t ion ,  and pu b l ic  
hea r ing  tes t im ony (V i rg in i a  A sso c ia t io n  o f  C o l leges ,  October 
1, 1981). The only goa ls  t h a t  members o f  t h i s  group thought 
were accomplished were c l e a r e r  wording and maintenance of
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s ta n d a rd s .
The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of the  schoo ls  of educa t ion  did  no t  
advocate  e a r l i e r  or longer  s tu d e n t  te ac h in g  ex p e r ien ce s  and 
thought  t h a t  the  c u r r e n t  mix of  l i b e r a l  a r t s  and educa t ion  
co u rse s  was adequate .  They emphasized t h a t  approxim ate ly  
75% of a s t u d e n t ’ s work was o u t s id e  ed u ca t io n .  One 
in te rv iew ee  thought  t h a t  secondary s tu d e n t s  needed more 
educa t ion  co u r se s .
All recognized  the  s p a r c i t y  of  r e s e a r c h  in  terms of 
p u p i l  achievement o r  t e a c h e r  performance. One c i t e d  
knowledge of  r e s e a r c h  on te a c h e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and r e c a l l e d  
r e s e a r c h  d a ta  which showed t h a t  t h e r e  was not  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between a t e a c h e r ’s s u b je c t  knowledge 
and s tu d e n t  achievement.  He decided not  to  use t h i s  
r e s e a r c h  a s  a r e s u l t  of being adv ised  t h a t  the  Board of 
Education  would not  b e l ie v e  i t .  Another c i t e d  knowledge of  
documentation reg a rd in g  p r i o r  g r a d u a t e s ’ p e r c e p t io n s  of how 
w el l  they were p repared  by a p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t i t u t i o n .  None 
c i t e d  a d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ed u ca t io n  co u rse s  and 
te a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement.  One mentioned 
t h a t  th e re  were probably  too many v a r i a b l e s  involved to 
determine ad eq u a te ly  whether th e re  was such a r e l a t i o n s h i p .
The VACTE tes t im ony a t  the  A p r i l  22, 1981 Board of 
Education meeting mentioned r e s e a r c h  which in d i c a t e d  t h a t  
t e ach in g  improved when te a c h e rs  le a rn e d  how to  observe ,
118
r e c o rd ,  and i n t e r p r e t  s tu d e n t  beh a v io r .  This tes t im ony a l s o  
noted t h a t  th e re  was a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
in c re a s e d  time spen t  s tu d y in g  a s u b je c t  in  th e  classroom and 
the  l e a r n i n g  of t h a t  s u b j e c t .  The p o in t  made was t h a t  
t e a c h e rs  could  be t r a i n e d  to improve s tu d e n t  l e a r n in g  
( V i rg in i a  A sso c ia t io n  o f  Colleges  o f  Teacher Education ,
A pri l  22, 1981).
Two mentioned the i n t r o d u c t io n  of  the  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e  by Davis as  a c r i t i c a l  even t .  The o the r  s in g ly  
c i t e d  c r i t i c a l  even ts  were r e s o l u t i o n s  passed by the  General 
Assembly, and the  e l e c t i o n  o f  Robb which led  to  the 
appointment of Lemmon.
Most (3)  in  t h i s  group were in  agreement t h a t  p r i v a t e  
schoo ls  a p p l ie d  p r e s s u r e  on th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  i s s u e .  L ib e ra l  
a r t s  c o l l e g e s  were mentioned by two responden ts ,  and th e  
fo l low ing  were mentioned once a s  a p p l i e r s  o f  p r e s s u r e :  the
Department o f  Education ,  the  VEA, th e  VACTE, the  P re s id e n t  
o f  the  Council  o f  Higher Education ,  and the  VASPA. Except 
f o r  th e  p r e s s ,  t h e r e  was no consensus from school of 
educa t ion  responden ts  r e g a rd in g  which groups exe r ted  the  
most i n f lu e n c e .  The responses  inc luded  VASA, VEA, th e  
p re ss  ( 3 ) ,  the  General Assembly, independent sch o o ls ,  and 
the  Department of  Education .
All  responden ts  had some o p p o s i t io n  to  the  p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e .  One had concerns  reg a rd in g  i n t e r s t a t e
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r e c i p r o c i t y  f o r  V i rg in ia  g radua tes  who would be going to 
an o th e r  s t a t e  w ith  a p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  and abou t  the 
e v a lu a t io n  procedure  to  be used in  the p r o v i s io n a l  p e r io d .  
The o th e r  th ree  were opposed to  the  p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  
because i t  t r e a t e d  educa t ion  majors  and l i b e r a l  a r t s  majors 
the  same with r eg a rd  to  the  e v a lu a t io n  p ro ce s s .
Other m isce l laneous  comments inc luded :
1. Two responden ts  commented t h a t  the  lo c a l  
s u p e r in te n d e n t s  d id  not become invo lved .
2. One commented t h a t  the  VEA d id  not  appear t o  have 
much in f lu e n c e  in  t h i s  m a t t e r .
3* Two mentioned p o s s i b l e  r a c i a l  ove r tones  on the  p a r t  
o f  those  in  fav o r  o f  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.  The 
s u p p o s i t io n  was t h a t  some l i b e r a l  a r t s  advoca tes  may have 
viewed the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach as  a way to  dec rease  the 
h i r i n g  o f  g rad u a te s  from predominate ly  m in o r i ty  c o l l e g e s .  
S im i la r  r a c i a l  im p l i c a t io n s  had a l re ad y  been c i t e d  in  the 
Richmond Times-Dispatoh (December 4, 1980).
4. One viewed the a c t io n s  taken by the  Board of  
Education  as being  a means of keeping the  l e g i s l a t u r e  from 
tak in g  over .
5. The VACTE probably  made some c o n t a c t  with each 
board member i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  as well  as a c o l l e c t i v e  body, 
t e s t i f i e d  before  a committee o f  the  General  Assembly, met 
w ith  Davis ,  had c o n ta c t  with  th e  Department o f  Education
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s t a f f ,  and wrote l e t t e r s  to  the  newspapers.
6. The comment was made t h a t  one in d iv i d u a l  w r i t i n g  a 
l e t t e r  to th e  e d i t o r  who "had a bad exper ience"  with  some 
educa t ion  course  "probably  had more in f lu e n c e  . . . than a l l  
the documentation we have put  t o g e t h e r . "
Teachers
The primary r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t e a c h e r s  dur ing  the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  was th e  V i r g in ia  Education  
A sso c ia t io n  (VEA). The VEA was concerned about the  
" loophole"  f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s  and the  p r o v i s i o n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t e .  There was a l s o  i n t e r e s t  in  a s s u r in g  t h a t  
t e a c h e rs  a l r e a d y  i n  te ach in g  would not  be ad v e rs e ly  a f f e c t e d  
by a change in  s ta n d a rd s .
P ro v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  was d esc r ib ed  as an unneeded, 
c o s t l y  s tep  which may no t  be "implemented adequa te ly  or 
c o r r e c t l y . "  Any funding  a v a i l a b l e  should be a p p l ie d  to  
t e a c h e r  s a l a r i e s  r a t h e r  than t h e  implementat ion of  the  
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  e v a lu a t io n  procedure .  The VEA was 
more su p p o r t iv e  of  r ig o ro u s  e v a lu a t io n  of s tu d e n ts  in  
te a c h e r  educa t ion  programs than p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .
The VEA did not  become involved  in  recommendations re g a rd in g  
s u b j e c t  m a t te r  req u i rem en ts .
Since VEA members were on the  Advisory Committee and 
the  Study Committee, the  VEA worked through these  
o r g a n iz a t io n s  to  t r y  to  ensure  t h a t  any p ro v is io n s
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recommended did  no t  n e g a t iv e ly  a f f e c t  t e a c h e r s .  VEA 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  spoke a t  the  p u b l i c  h e a r in g s ,  and the  
Executive  Committee of the  VEA met with the  Board of  
Education  ( V i rg in i a ,  Notes,  June 25, 19^1).
Those in te rv iew ed  provided no consensus o f  what th e  VEA 
accomplished.  P e rce ived  r e s u l t s  inc luded  h e lp ing  to  
" sharpen  the  i s s u e s "  f o r  the  Board of Educa t ion ,  keeping the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach a t  the  secondary l e v e l ,  and d e l e t i o n  
of  the  fee  f o r  c e r t i f i c a t e  renewal.
There was a recommendation t h a t  c o l l e g e s  p rov ide  more 
t r a i n i n g  f o r  the  co o p e ra t in g  t e a c h e r .  P ro f e s s io n a l  
ed u ca t io n  co u rse s  were co n s id e red  im por tan t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
co u rse s  on th e  psychology of  c h i l d r e n  and courses  on how 
" l e a r n in g  ta k e s  p l a c e . "  There was no i n t e r e s t  in  i n c r e a s in g  
the l i b e r a l  a r t s  (g e n e ra l  ed u ca t io n )  requ i rem en t .  P re s su re  
to do so was seen as  p r e ju d ic e  on the  p a r t  of the  p r e s s  as  a 
r e s u l t  of a lack  o f  un d e rs ta n d in g  of  p u b l ic  ed u ca t io n .  All 
responden ts  were opposed to the  e v a lu a t io n  component of 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .
No one r e c a l l e d  u s ing  or being aware of  r e s e a r c h  on 
s tu d e n t  achievement or t e a c h e r  performance.
The c r i t i c a l  even ts  were the  in t r o d u c t io n  of  
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach by 
Davis ,  and Robb 's  appointment of  Lemmon to  r e p la c e  Robinson. 
The December, 1981 vo te  of  the  Board showed t h a t  the
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p r o f e s s i o n a l  view had some importance even though i t  was 
changed two months l a t e r .  The p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  and 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach l e d  to  a "sense  of  c o a l i t i o n "  between 
the  VEA and schools  of educa t ion  which was the  b a s i s  f o r  the 
beginning  o f  a d ia logue  between the  two groups.  However, 
t h e re  was " l i t t l e  meaningful d ia logue  dur ing  the  process"  
between the  two groups.
Two of  the th r e e  responden ts  though t  Davis was the 
g r e a t e s t  a p p l i e r  o f  p re s s u re  as  well  as  having the  most 
in f lu e n c e  during th e  p ro ces s .  The t h i r d  responden t  b e l iev ed  
t h a t  "main s t r e e t "  ( i n d i v i d u a l s  in  c o rp o ra te  board rooms and 
banks) lobb ied  e f f e c t i v e l y  behind th e  scenes .  Other groups 
c i t e d  once as a p p l i e r s  o f  p re s s u re  were th e  VEA, the  
e d i t o r i a l  page o f  the Richmond Times-Dispatch,  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  
and the  schoo ls  o f  ed u ca t io n .
Other comments:
1. One expressed  s u r p r i s e  t h a t  b u i ld in g  a d m in i s t r a to r s  
and su p e r in t e n d e n t s  did not  seem to  become involved in  the 
p ro ce s s .
2. Teacher educa t ion  courses  were cons ide red  im por tan t  
because th e re  was something to  l e a r n  about being a t e a c h e r .
3* The VEA probably  was no t  " a l l  t h a t  s t ro n g "  in  t h i s  
s i t u a t i o n  even though lobbying  by th e  VEA did occur.
4. As a r e s u l t  of not  r e a l i z i n g  the in f lu e n c e  of the 
Department of  Education over th e  Advisory Committee and the
123
Study Committee, the  VEA was not  as  o rgan ized  as  i t  could  
have been when the  p ro p o sa ls  went th rough the  Study 
Committee.
5. There was a concern t h a t  some su p e r in te n d e n t s  would 
use the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach to  h i r e  t e a c h e r s  f o r  two years  
and then r e l e a s e  them in  o rder  to  save money.
6. The VEA does fav o r  " r ig o ro u s  b u t  f l e x i b l e  e n t ry  
requ irem en ts  to  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  programs" (VEA, 1983, p.
4 ) .
P a re n ts
The p a re n t s  in te rv iew ed  were s e l e c t e d  because they  were 
i d e n t i f i e d  by o th e r  responden ts  a s  having some knowledge of 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  or were in  a p o s i t i o n  to  be aware of the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro c e s s .  A l l  s t a t e d  t h a t  s tu d e n t  
te ach in g  should begin e a r l i e r  and two thought t h a t  i t  should 
be a longe r  p rocess  in  o rd e r  f o r  c o l l e g e  s tu d e n t s  to  know 
whether they  should go in  te a c h in g .  These p a re n t s  had the  
im press ion  t h a t  th e r e  was a l a r g e  segment of  t e a c h e r s  who 
d id  not want to be in  te a c h in g ,  and e a r l i e r  s tu d e n t  teach ing  
might r e s o lv e  t h i s  problem. Other concerns of  t h i s  group 
were the  p u b l i c ' s  p e rc e p t io n  of s c h o o ls ,  more emphasis in  
th e  endorsed co n ten t  a r e a ,  a d d i t i o n a l  background f o r  a l l  
t e a c h e r s  in  teach ing  th e  g i f t e d  s tu d e n t ,  and s e p a r a t i n g  the 
h e a l t h  and p h y s ic a l  educa t ion  endorsement.  The b e l i e f  of 
two of the  responden ts  was t h a t  p h y s ic a l  educa t ion  t e a c h e r s
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did not have the appropriate background in health to teach 
it adequately. None of the parents had any opposition to 
the liberal arts approach to certification but viewed the 
hiring of teacher trained candidates as preferable.
The procedures used by these parents to communicate 
their concerns were informal discussions with the Board of 
Education members and Davis and written comments to the 
Study Committee and Board of Education (Virginia Congress, 
1979)* The written comments to the Board were in lieu of 
testimony at the October, 1981 public hearings.
Perceived accomplished goals included dual endorsements 
for health and physical education and increased content area 
course requirements. All three respondents thought liberal 
arts courses were desirable and one thought teachers should 
take more writing and English courses. None indicated any 
desire to have additional education courses. One mentioned 
the belief that education courses did not have a good 
reputation, and another thought that college professors who 
taught education courses were too far removed from the 
regular classroom. None of the respondents in this group 
was aware of any research on pupil achievement or teacher 
performance.
Three critical events were cited: Davis's proposal
regarding liberal arts graduates, the General Assembly's
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in p u t  r e g a rd in g  a p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  and th e  change of 
vo te  by the  Board on p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .
There was no consensus of  op in ion  on groups apply ing  
p r e s s u r e .  The VEA, sch o o ls  of  ed u ca t io n ,  and p r e s s  were 
mentioned once. The g r e a t e s t  pe rce ived  in f lu e n c e r s  were 
Davis ( t w ic e ) ,  the  VEA (once) ,  and schoo ls  of educa t ion  
(once) .  None of  the  p a r e n t s  thought  the  p re s s  was 
i n f l u e n t i a l .  One had the  im press ion  t h a t  the p r e s s  was not 
i n f l u e n t i a l  because i t  was not always recogn ized  as  being 
a c c u r a t e .
There was no o b je c t i o n  to  p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
except  f o r  th e  c o s t  f a c t o r  involved  in t h e  ev a lu a t io n  
p ro c e s s .  One p a ren t  s t a t e d  t h a t  poor perfo rm ers  should be 
counse led  out a t  th e  c o l l e g e  l e v e l  p r i o r  t o  e n t e r in g  
te a c h in g .
Two o th e r  comments were:
1. P r iv a t e  schoo ls  were probably  n o t  very i n f l u e n t i a l  
even though they  were r e p re s e n te d  in  the p ro ce s s .
2. The average p a r e n t  should probably  not be involved 
i n  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro cess  because o f  the l e v e l  
o f  knowledge needed to  make informed o p in ions .
Local A d m in is t ra to r s
Two major goa ls  were c i t e d  tw ice  by responden ts  in  t h i s  
group: improving the  q u a l i t y  of  t e a c h e r s  and in s u r in g  t h a t
th e  a p p l i c a n t  pool would not  be l im i t e d  by the c e r t i f i c a t i o n
126
s t a n d a r d s .  The concerns reg a rd in g  the  a p p l i c a n t  pool 
c e n te re d  around i n c r e a s in g  the number of  hours r e q u i r e d  f o r  
s p e c i f i c  endorsements ( s p e c i a l  ed u c a t io n ,  math, and sc ien c e )  
and co n t in u in g  some form of  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
In d iv id u a l  pe rso n n e l  a d m i n i s t r a to r s  made in form al 
c o n ta c t s  w ith  Board of Education  members and s e n t  l e t t e r s  to  
th e  Department of  Education  s t a f f .  VASPA p re se n te d  a 
p o s i t i o n  paper ,  met w ith  th e  Department of  Education  s t a f f ,  
met with Davis ,  and t e s t i f i e d  a t  th e  October,  1981 p u b l ic  
h e a r in g .  The l o c a l  s u p e r in t e n d e n t s  and o th e r  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  
were not e x t i n s i v e l y  invo lved .
The g o a ls  which VASPA r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  b e l ie v e d  were 
accomplished were the  approva l  of  t r a n s c r i p t  a n a l y s i s  as  a 
t h i r d  avenue to c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  th e  d e l e t i o n  o f  f e e s  fo r  
a d d i t i o n a l  endorsements and renew als ,  r e t a i n i n g  s ix  sem ester  
hours  f o r  renew al ,  and a dec rease  i n  the  recommended 
r e q u i r e d  c r e d i t s  f o r  math and s c ie n c e  endorsements (V i rg in i a  
A s s o c ia t io n  of  School Personnel  A d m in is t r a to r s ,  September 
1981). VASPA was u n su c c es s fu l  in  i t s  o p p o s i t io n  to  
p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  A d d i t io n a l  a d m in i s t r a to r  
comments inc luded  the  d e s i r e  to  merge the  c o l l e g e  approved 
programs w ith  th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  s ta n d a rd s .
All  o f  the  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  in te rv iew ed  favored  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  because o f  a concern 
over  the  supply  o f  a p p l i c a n t s .  The comments on t h i s  to p ic
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included such items as this would only be used as a last 
resort and that those who go through this approach should 
still be required to take education courses.
There was no agreement among those interviewed on 
whether student teaching should begin earlier. All agreed 
that the length of student teaching was long enough as a 
result of the change in Board regulations. The respondents 
also agreed that the current mix of education and liberal 
arts courses was adequate.
The only research cited was a compilation of three 
studies which showed that:
apparently no relationship exists between student 
achievement and a teacher's being certified or tenured 
. . . .  The effectiveness of teachers is not well 
reflected either in their being certified or not or in 
their being tenured or not (Bridge, 1979, p. 243).
The critical event as viewed by one was a meeting 
between a VASPA committee with the Department of Education 
staff in which VASPA's position paper was presented. At a 
later meeting with the Superintendent, VASPA representatives 
were informed that most of VASPA's recommendations had been 
incorporated in Davis's recommendations. Another critical 
event was Davis's decision to favor the liberal arts 
approach to certification.
The General Assembly and schools of education were
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c i t e d  twice as a p p l i e r s  of  p r e s s u re .  The Department of  
Education was mentioned once. The General  Assembly was a l s o  
c i t e d  twice as a major i n f l u e n c e r .  Schools  o f  educa t ion  and 
th e  Department of Education  were c i t e d  once.
Even though r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of  schoo ls  o f  educa t ion  
were a l s o  opposed to  the  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  one 
respondent  in  t h i s  group though t  they  favored  i t  because i t  
may become a way f o r  them " to  keep p r o fe s s o r s  employed" by 
u s ing  them as  members of  e v a lu a t io n  teams.
Other I n t e r e s t  Groups
Six responden ts  from o th e r  i n t e r e s t  groups were 
in te rv iew ed .  Some of  th e se  i n t e r e s t  groups were only 
i n t e r e s t e d  in  one a s p e c t  of  th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .  
Concerns c i t e d  inc luded  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  a re a s  or 
endorsement a r e a s ,  the  approved program approach as t h e  only 
avenue to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  and te a c h e r s  d id  not know enough 
s u b je c t  m a t te r .  S u b je c t  a rea  groups opposed th e  l i b e r a l  
a r t s  approach to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  while p r i v a t e  sc h o o ls ,  
p r i v a t e  c o l l e g e s ,  and a p r i v a t e  bu s in ess  spokesperson 
favored  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach. I n d iv id u a l s  in  t h i s  
group communicated t h e i r  i n t e n t  through v a r io u s  means: 
d i s c u s s io n s  with members of th e  General Assembly, tes t imony 
b e fo re  l e g i s l a t i v e  committees ,  pu b l ic  h ea r in g s ,  l e t t e r s  to 
Davis and th e  Board of  Educa t ion ,  in fo rm at ion  provided to  
newspaper e d i t o r i a l  s t a f f s ,  l e t t e r s  to  th e  p r e s s ,
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p r e s e n t a t i o n s  to  the  Study Committee, meetings with Davis 
and the  Department of Education  s t a f f ,  meetings with the  
Board of Education ,  and w r i t t e n  recommendations (Counci l ,  
December 1980; V i r g i n i a ,  S p e c i a l ,  no d a t e ) .
The consensus of  th e  in d iv i d u a l s  in te rv iew ed  even 
though they r e p re s e n te d  v a r io u s  groups ,  was t h a t  the 
endorsement a r e a s  of th e  r e v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  
were a compromise between those  d e s i r i n g  more course  
req u i rem en ts ,  th o se  d e s i r i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  r e q u i r e d  co u r se s ,  
and those  who p r e f e r r e d  not  to  have any changes.  The 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach was an excep t ion  s in c e  those  who 
favored  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach thought  th e  r e s u l t s  were 
an accomplishment while those  opposed to  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach thought  the  r e s u l t s  were a l o s s .  The l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach was the  main i s s u e  f o r  those  in te rv iew ed  who were 
no t  connected w ith  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  or  endorsement a r e a s .  
Even though r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  a rea s  were 
opposed to  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach,  i t  was no t  t h e i r  
o v e r r id in g  i s s u e .  The o v e r r id in g  i s s u e  fo r  them was t h e i r  
s p e c i f i c  a re a .
Three responden ts  i n  t h i s  group had no op in ion  
r eg a rd in g  the  le n g th  o f  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  or whether or no t  
i t  should  begin e a r l i e r .  Two o f  the  o th e r  t h r e e  in d ic a t e d  
t h a t  i t  should begin  e a r l i e r ,  and two thought t h a t  i t  should  
be a more leng thy  p ro ce s s .
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Two of th e  responden ts  wanted an in c r e a s e  in  t h e  number 
of  l i b e r a l  a r t s  c o u r se s .  Three responden ts  thought th e re  
were too  many methodology co u rse s ;  one did n o t  th in k  t h a t  
t h e re  were too many bu t  t h a t  th e  educa t ion  courses  should  
have "more r i g o r . "
A responden t  c i t e d  awareness of r e s e a r c h  as r a t i o n a l e  
f o r  a s p e c i f i c  type of  t r a i n i n g  and r e s e a r c h  on school  
c l im a te .  None of  the groups c i t e d  r e s e a r c h  on improved 
p u p i l  achievement or t e a c h e r  performance.  One s t a t e d  th a t  
the  "whole m a t te r  was done in  a r e s e a r c h  vacuum."
Only th r e e  of the  s i x  mentioned any c r i t i c a l  e v e n ts .
The c r i t i c a l  even ts  mentioned were (none more than once):
(a) the  General Assembly mandate reg a rd in g  p r o v i s i o n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  (b) the  change i n  the Board o f  Education 
membership, (c)  s h o r ta g e  of math and sc ien c e  t e a c h e r s ,  and 
(d) the  Board vo te  on th e  middle school endorsement.
The VEA was s p e c i f i e d  by fo u r  re sponden ts  as apply ing  
the  g r e a t e s t . p r e s s u r e .  The schoo ls  of  educa t ion  and lo c a l  
su p e r in te n d e n t s  were each s p e c i f i e d  by th r e e  r e sponden ts ,  
the  General  Assembly tw ice ,  and the p r e s s  once.
There was l e s s  consensus on which groups had th e  most 
i n f lu e n c e .  The General Assembly was mentioned by t h r e e  
re sp o n d en ts ,  th e  VEA by two, Davis by two, and the p r e s s  by 
one. One respondent  commented t h a t  th e  "deans l o s t "
(sch o o ls  of e d u c a t io n ) .
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P ro v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  w ith  the  ev a lu a t io n  component 
was favored  by th e  same fo u r  t h a t  favored  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach. Two responden ts  s t a t e d  t h a t  they had no problem 
with  both  the t e a c h e r  t r a i n e d  and th e  nonteacher  t r a in e d  
having to  s t a r t  w i th  a p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e .  They made 
th e  assumption t h a t  the t e a c h e r  t r a i n e d  probably  had methods 
mastery bu t  .;ot n e c e s s a r i l y  co n ten t  m astery ,  and the  
non teacher  t r a in e d  had c o n te n t  m astery  but no t  methods 
mastery .
A d d i t io n a l  comments were ( c i t e d  by one in te rv iew ee  
u n le s s  o therw ise  no ted ) :
1. The Study Committee 's  o r i g i n a l  d r a f t  was pro-VEA 
and p roschoo ls  o f  ed uca t ion .
2. Two b e l iev e d  t h a t  the  p r e s s  had l i t t l e  i f  any 
in f lu e n c e .
3. The Richmond newspapers '  e d i t o r i a l  s t a f f s  were 
i n t e r e s t e d  in th e  p r iv a t e  sc h o o ls '  view and were provided 
in fo rm a t io n  from the  p r i v a t e  sc h o o ls .
4. The sch o o ls  of educa t ion  accep ted  s tu d e n t s  with  
lower SAT sc o re s .
5. Methodology co u rse s  did n o t  have much c o n te n t .
6. Two of th e  responden ts  though t  t h a t  the  motives of 
the  sch o o ls  of educa t ion  may have inc luded  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .
P o l i t i c a l  I n f lu e n c e s  P rocess  Model
The model p re se n ted  in  Chapter 3 (F igure  1) was 
expanded to  account fo r  th e  t imes t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  in f lu e n c e s
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occurred  in  the  p ro cess  (F igu re  2 ) .  In  the  
pre-recommendation a c t i v i t y ,  the  Study Committee was 
su b je c te d  to  more b u r e a u c ra t i c  p r e s s u r e  than o th e r  group 
p r e s s u r e s .  Most o f  the  in p u t  came from the  Department of 
Education  and s u b je c t  a rea  i n t e r e s t  groups w i th in  the  
Department of  Education .  The inform al  in f lu e n c e  was more 
d i f f i c u l t  to  determ ine .  Some of t h i s  occurred  from w ith in  
o th e r  groups ( In te rv ie w  #22) r e p re s e n te d  by members of  the 
Study Committee. P r i o r  to  the  second recommendation the 
Study Committee had r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  p r e s s  and 
l e g i s l a t u r e  ( l e g i s l a t i v e  p o l i t i c s )  in  a t ten d a n c e  a t  i t s  
m eetings .  C i t i z e n s  had the  o p p o r tu n i ty  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  a t  
the  f i r s t  p u b l ic  h e a r in g .  P a ren ts  and the  p r e s s  were the 
major form of  c i t i z e n  in f lu e n c e  dur ing  the  p ro cess .
A f te r  the  Study Committee 's  recommendation, the  
l e g i s l a t u r e  became more involved in  l i s t e n i n g  to  tes t imony 
reg a rd in g  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach.  During the  time t h a t  Davis was p rep a r in g  h i s  
f i r s t  two recommendations, he was s u b je c te d  to  p re s s u re  from 
l e g i s l a t i v e  and b u r e a u c ra t i c  p o l i t i c s ,  in fo rm al  in f lu e n c e s ,  
and c i t i z e n  (p a re n t )  p r e s s u r e .  The c i t i z e n  or p a ren t  
p r e s s u re  came from the  S t a t e  Council  of  P a ren t  Teacher 
O rg an iza t io n s  and from l e t t e r s  to  the  p r e s s .  Even though 
c i t i z e n s  d id  not p a r t i c i p a t e  in  h e a r in g s  they d id  w r i te  
l e t t e r s  to  the  p re s s  (Lawson, 1981; Seay, 1981), and
13^
communicated with  l e g i s l a t o r s  ( In te rv ie w  #14).  Those ab le  
to t a l k  d i r e c t l y  to  l e g i s l a t o r s  would have had advantages 
not a v a i l a b l e  to  o th e r s  and could have been co ns ide red  an 
in fo rm al  in f lu e n c e .
Most o f  the  p r e s s u r e s  were d i r e c t e d  a t  the  Board of  
Education and the  S u p e r in ten d en t .  Even though i t  was the  
S u p e r in te n d e n t ’ s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  recommend r e g u l a t i o n s ,  
the  Board had the  f i n a l  a u t h o r i t y  to  adop t  r e g u l a t i o n s  which 
may have been d i f f e r e n t  from the  S u p e r in t e n d e n t ' s  
recommendations.
Each of  the  seven major p o in t s  on F igu re  2 had s e c t io n s  
which con ta ined  some form of  in f lu e n c e .  At the  very l e a s t ,  
changes were made as  a r e s u l t  of p r e s s u r e  t h a t  took 
precedence over a p a r t i c u l a r  p ro p o sa l .  I t  was t h i s  p r e s s u re  
from the  S u p e r in ten d e n t  which fo rced  the  Study Committee to  
d e l e t e  the  approved programs’ requ irem ent  fo r  r a i s i n g  the 
P r o v i s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  to  the C o l l e g i a t e  P r o f e s s io n a l  
C e r t i f i c a t e  and approving the  e v a lu a t io n  program (V i rg in ia ,  
Minutes . . . Study, January  15-16, 1981). However the  
wording was not changed in  the f i r s t  paragraph  of  the  f i n a l  
Study Committee recommendations.
Hypotheses
1. The hypo thes is  t h a t  the  p rocedu res  used by V i r g in ia  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bodies  in  adop t ing  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  
d id  not in c o rp o ra te  r e s e a r c h  d a ta  on te a c h e r  performance or
p u p i l  achievement was accep ted .  The c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n s  
were no t  preceded by planned r e s e a r c h  on s tu d e n t  achievement 
o r  t e a c h e r  performance.  The p rocedures  used by the  Board of 
E duca t ion ,  th e  Department of  Educat ion ,  and the Study 
Committee d id  not  in c o rp o ra te  r e s e a r c h  d a ta  on t e a c h e r  
performance or p u p i l  achievement.  There was an assumption 
by some t h a t  t e a c h e r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  improved with in c re a s e d  
knowledge of  s u b j e c t  m a t te r .  This had i t s  c o r o l l a r y  in  the  
"more i s  b e t t e r "  approach expressed  by some s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  
groups.  This a l s o  corresponded with Freeman 's  (1977) 
a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  were developed 
based on the  b e l i e f  t h a t  a t e a c h e r  needed to  have a c e r t a i n  
amount o f  knowledge to  be expressed  in  a c e r t a i n  number of  
r e q u i r e d  sem ester  hours o f  c o l l e g e  c r e d i t .  Another 
in te rv iew ee  b e l i e v e d  he remembered r e s e a r c h  which in d i c a t e d  
t h a t  s tu d e n t s  with h ig h e r  SAT and NTE sc o re s  tended to  
perform b e t t e r  as  t e a c h e r s .  However, t h e re  was no r e c o rd  of 
t h i s  be ing  used in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro ces s .  I t
was p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  could be the  same or  s i m i l a r  to
r e s e a r c h  a l re a d y  c i t e d  i n d i c a t i n g  a p o s s i b l e  p o s i t i v e
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a t e a c h e r ' s  v e rb a l  a b i l i t y  and p u p i l  
achievement (Vance, 1982). Research, r e l a t e d  to  p u p i l  
achievement or  t e a c h e r  performance, to  suppor t  the  i n c lu s io n  
o r  e x c lu s io n  of  s p e c i f i c  cou rses  or th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach was no t  used by the  Department of Educa t ion ,  the
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Board of  Education ,  o r  the Study Committee. None of the  
in te rv iew ee s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  could  r e c a l l  anyone w i th in  th ese  
t h r e e  dec is ion-m aking  groups a t tem p t in g  to  c i t e  such 
r e s e a r c h .  An a t tem p t  a t  the  department l e v e l  to f in d  
r e s e a rc h  su p p o r t iv e  of  p r o f e s s io n a l  educat ion  had been made, 
bu t  r e s e a rc h  showing a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with  teach in g  
performance was not found.
2. The h y p o th e s is  t h a t  in d iv i d u a l s  and o rg a n iz a t io n s  
who in f lu en ced  or  who t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the d e c i s io n  makers 
in the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  d id  not  r e l y  on or use 
r e se a rch  da ta  on te a c h e r  performance or pup i l  achievement to  
suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i io n s  was r e j e c t e d .  In su ppor t ing  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach, one in te rv iew ee  c i t e d  r e s e a rc h  which 
in d ic a t e d  t h a t  th e re  was no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between " s tu d en t  
achievement and a t e a c h e r ' s  being c e r t i f i e d "  or  tenured  
(Bridge,  1979, pp. 243-245).  This was th e  only r e s e a r c h  
c i t e d  by a nondecis ion-making responden t  which was r e l a t e d  
to the  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  in d iv i d u a l s  and o rg a n iz a t io n s  who 
in f luenced  or who t r i e d  to i n f lu e n c e  the  d e c is io n  makers in  
the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  d id  no t  r e l y  on or  use 
r e se a rch  d a ta  on te a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to 
suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  However, t h i s  was no t  used in  the  
p o s i t i o n  paper o f  t h i s  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  o r g a n iz a t io n  or c i t e d  in  
the reco rd  of  th e  p u b l ic  hea r in g  ( V i r g in i a ,  Summary of  
W ri t ten .  1981)* A copy of th e  VACTE's w r i t t e n  tes t im ony
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befo re  th e  Board of Education  (A pr i l  22, 1931) r e f e r r e d  to  
r e s e a r c h  da ta  r e l a t e d  t o  t e a c h e r  performance and pup i l  
achievement.  As a r e s u l t  of t h i s  w r i t t e n  te s t im ony  and the  
r e s e a r c h  c i t e d  by the  nondecision-making resp o n d en t ,  the  
second h y p o th e s i s  was r e j e c t e d .
The te ach e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  were n o t  a r e s u l t  
o f  r e s e a r c h  on t e a c h e r  performance o r  p u p i l  achievement.
The procedures  used in  recommending r e g u la t i o n s  had no 
s p e c i f i c  p ro v is io n  in c o rp o r a t in g  r e s e a r c h  on t e a c h e r  
performance or p u p i l  achievement.  At l e a s t  two groups 
t r y i n g  to  in f lu e n c e  th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  used or 
r e f e r r e d  to  r e s e a rc h  on t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  
achievement.  The r e s e a r c h  c i t e d  d id  not have an e f f e c t  on 
the  r e v i s e d  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .
Other forms of r e s e a r c h  were used to make s p e c i f i c  
p o i n t s .  The SAT r e s e a r c h  was used to  show t h a t  t e a c h in g  
would s u f f e r  because th o se  going through t e a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  
programs had on the  average lower SAT s c o re s  than  those  in  
o th e r  programs. The recommendations of th e  SREB were used 
to  suppor t  p ro v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with e v a lu a t io n ,  the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach, and te a c h e r  t e s t i n g .
Summary
Groups and in d iv i d u a l s  communicated t h e i r  messages to  
th e  Board of Education ,  the Department of Educa t ion ,  and the 
Study Committee through face  t o  face  c o n t a c t s ,  phone c a l l s ,
138
l e t t e r s ,  l e t t e r s  to  the  e d i t o r ,  meetings with  th e  Board, the 
Study Committee, th e  S u p e r in te n d e n t ,  and the  Department 
s t a f f ,  and tes t im ony  b e fo re  l e g i s l a t i v e  committees and a t  
p u b l ic  h e a r in g s .  The predominant motive f o r  communicating 
was to  improve the  q u a l i t y  of  te ach in g .  The message v a r ie d  
depending on what d i f f e r e n t  groups b e l iev ed  to  be the 
a p p r o p r i a t e  way to  improve th e  q u a l i t y  of  t e a c h e r s .  The 
Board o f  Education was the  in tended  d i r e c t  or i n d i r e c t  
r e c i p i e n t  of communication a t  some time by a l l  groups .  Most 
broad based groups viewed the  success  of  t h e i r  
communications based on t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  on p r o v i s io n a l  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  w i th  e v a lu a t io n  and the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
Twenty groups were mentioned by in te rv ie w ee s  as 
a p p l i e r s  of p r e s s u r e .  The groups mentioned most o f t e n  were 
( i n  o rd e r  of number of  re sponses )  the  schoo ls  of  ed u c a t io n ,  
th e  VEA, the Genera l  Assembly, and p r i v a t e  s ch o o ls .
Nineteen groups were c i t e d  a s  i n f l u e n c e r s .  In  o rd e r  of  
number o f  responses  the  groups c i t e d  most o f ten  were th e  
General Assembly, th e  VEA, th e  S u p e r in ten d e n t ,  t h e  p r e s s ,  
and schoo ls  of e d u c a t io n .  Some groups which were p e rce iv ed  
a s  app ly ing  p r e s s u r e  were no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  th e  ones t h a t  were 
p e rce iv ed  as having  the  most in f lu e n c e .
Ten of the responden ts  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  Davis was 
r e s p o n s i b l e  fo r  the  most im por tan t  c r i t i c a l  e v e n ts .  Next in 
order  were General Assembly r e s o l u t i o n s ,  and Robb's
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appointment of Lemmon.
Six (24%) o f  the in te rv ie w ee s  claimed some awareness of
r e s e a r c h .  Two o f  the s ix  could r e c a l l  r e s e a r c h  which had a
r e l a t i o n s h i p  to the  r e s e a r c h  c i t e d  in  th e  h y p o th e s is .  One 
c i t e d  r e s e a rc h  r e l a t e d  to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  to  suppor t  the 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach and an o th e r  remembered a group t r y in g  
to  use s tu d e n t  achievement r e s e a r c h  to  suppor t  i t s  p o s i t i o n .
Even though some r e s e a r c h  was c i t e d  as o c cu rr in g  during
the  p ro ce s s ,  the  f i n a l  t e a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s
were not a r e s u l t  o f  r e s e a r c h  on te a c h e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement.  One nondecis ion-making responden t  c i t e d  
r e s e a rc h  r e l a t e d  to  s tu d e n t  achievement and c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  
and the  VACTE p o s i t i o n  paper c i t e d  r e s e a r c h  r e l a t e d  to  
t e a c h e r  performance and p u p i l  achievement .
1. The hypo thes is  t h a t  the  p rocedu res  used by V i r g in ia  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bodies  in  adop t ing  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  
did not  in c o rp o r a te  r e s e a r c h  da ta  on te a c h e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement was accep ted .
2. The hypo thes is  t h a t  in d iv i d u a l s  and o rg a n iz a t io n s  
who in f lu en ced  o r  who t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the  d e c i s io n  makers 
in  th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro ces s  d id  not r e l y  on or use 
r e s e a rc h  d a t a  on te ach e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to  
suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  was r e j e c t e d  s in c e  a t  l e a s t  two 
groups used r e s e a r c h  d a ta  r e l a t e d  t o  t e a c h e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement to  suppo r t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .
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Chapter  5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The s ta tem en t  of  the  problem, hypo theses ,  a review of  
the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  a c h ro n o lo g ic a l  review of  e v e n ts ,  a 
d e s c r i p t i o n  of the  in te rv ie w  ins t rum en t  and p rocedu res ,  and 
an a n a l y s i s  of  r e s u l t s  were p re se n ted  in  the  f i r s t  fo u r  
c h a p te r s .  This c h a p te r  c o n ta in s  a summary of the  s tu d y ,  the  
f in d in g s ,  the  c o n c lu s io n s ,  and the  recommendations fo r  
f u r t h e r  s tudy .
Summary
The purpose of t h i s  s tudy was to  determine i f  th o se  who 
in f lu en c ed  V i r g in ia  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  in c o rp o ra te d  
r e s e a r c h  on te a ch e r  performance or  p u p i l  achievement to  
e s t a b l i s h  or  to  su p p o r t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  The s tudy  inc luded  
the  y e a rs  1958 to  1982 w ith  the  a c t u a l  a n a ly s i s  
c o n c e n t r a t in g  on the in f lu e n c e s  which a f f e c t e d  the  1982 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s .  The two hypotheses were:
1. The p rocedures  used by c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bodies  in  
adop t ing  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  did no t  in c o rp o ra te  
r e s e a rc h  da ta  on t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement .
2. I n d iv id u a l s  and o r g a n iz a t io n s  who in f lu en ced  or  who 
t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the  d e c i s io n  makers in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e v i s i o n  p ro cess  did no t  r e l y  on or  use r e s e a r c h  da ta  on 
te ac h e r  performance or  p u p i l  achievement to  suppor t  t h e i r  
p o s i t i o n s .
The in fo rm a t io n  f o r  the sequence of even ts  was ob ta ined  
from Department o f  Education memoranda, documents, Advisory 
Committee, Study Committee, and Board of  Education  m inutes ,  
p e rso n a l  communications, newspaper acco u n ts ,  and General 
Assembly r e s o l u t i o n s  and l e g i s l a t i o n .  The themes which 
occurred  in  an examination o f  the  t e a ch e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and 
p r e p a r a t i o n  i s s u e  were: (a)  whether or no t  the l i b e r a l  a r t s
g radua te  was j u s t  as  q u a l i f i e d  or more q u a l i f i e d  than the  
t e a c h e r  t r a i n e d  g ra d u a te ,  (b) concern over the  l e n g th ,
s t a r t i n g  p o in t ,  and format f o r  the  s tu d e n t  te ach in g
ex p e r ien ce ,  (c)  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the  c u r r e n t  t e ach e r  
t r a i n i n g  program, (d) the  lower SAT sc o re s  on the  average  of
s tu d e n t s  e n t e r in g  educa t ion  as  compared to  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s
g rad u a te ,  (e )  comparison of p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  courses  
with  g en e ra l  educa t ion  ( l i b e r a l  a r t s )  c o u r s e s ,  and ( f )  the  
apparen t  l a ck  of  e f f o r t  by s t a t e s  and c o l l e g e s  to  determine 
which a s p e c t s  of t e a c h e r  t r a i n i n g  a c t u a l l y  improved 
performance. The major themes in  V i r g in ia  inc luded  
c e r t i f i c a t e  grade o r g a n iz a t io n ,  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  l i b e r a l  
a r t s  g rad u a te s ,  t h e  importance o f  educa t ion  c o u rse s ,  the  
q u a l i t y  of e d u ca t io n  programs, and p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
w ith  e v a lu a t io n  f o r  a l l  new t e a c h e r s .
Twenty-five in d iv i d u a l s  who had o r  who may have had 
in f lu e n c e  o r  who were involved  in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocess  
were in te rv iew ed .  The in te rv ie w  was used r a t h e r  than  the
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q u e s t io n n a i r e  so t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  q u e s t io n s  could  be asked as 
a r e s u l t  of in fo rm at io n  provided  by the  re sp o n d e n ts .  The 
in te rv ie w s  were tape  reco rded ,  and the responden ts  were 
a s su red  anonymity. Members o f  th e  fo l low ing  groups were 
in te rv iew ed :  the  Board o f  Education ,  the  Department o f
Education ,  th e  Advisory Committee on Teacher Educat ion ,  the  
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  and Approved Programs Study Committee, th e  
schoo ls  of  ed u c a t io n ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  t e a c h e r  
o r g a n iz a t i o n s ,  l o c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  p a r e n t s ,  and o th e r  
s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups who had a s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  in  
p r i v a t e  schoo ls  and c o l l e g e s ,  b u s in e s s e s ,  s p e c i f i c  
endorsements ,  and the noneducat ion  segment o f  h ighe r  
ed u c a t io n .  Even though many of  the  in te rv ie w  q u e s t io n s  were 
th e  same, two s e p a ra te  in te rv ie w  in s t rum en ts  (Appendices B 
and C) were used. The in s t ru m en t  used f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  
responden t  was dependent on whether t h a t  responden t  was a 
member of a dec is ion-m aking  group or nondecis ion-making 
group.  The Board of Education ,  the  Department of Education ,  
and the  Study Committee were the  groups which were 
cons ide red  dec is ion-making  groups.
The responden ts  were not  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of  every group 
invo lved  in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro ces s  nor were they 
a random sample. Some of  the  responden ts  used in  th e  study 
were members of  more than  one group.
The models used to  o rgan ize  the da ta  ob ta ined  from the
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in te rv iew s  and documents provided by in te rv ie w e e s  were 
M e r r i t t ' s  (1966) communication model (Appendix D) and a 
p o l i t i c a l  in f lu e n c e s  p rocess  model adapted  from F in s te rb u s c h  
and Motz (1980).  Content a n a l y s i s  in  the  c a t e g o r i e s  of  
p r e s s u r e ,  i n f lu e n c e ,  c r i t i c a l  ev e n ts ,  and r e s e a r c h  was used 
to  ana lyze  t h e  d a ta .  Responses were d iv ided  in to  th e se  
c a t e g o r i e s  by respondent  group, and a frequency count was 
ap p l ie d  to  each ca teg o ry .  A d i s c u s s io n  by group followed 
the  c o n te n t  a n a l y s i s .
The predominant m o t iva t ion  fo r  most groups s tu d i e d  was 
to  improve th e  q u a l i t y  of  te ach in g .  However, th e  means to 
accomplish improved q u a l i t y  v a r ie d  by group. Two groups 
hoped to  accomplish the  same r e s u l t  by d i r e c t l y  o p p o s i te  
means. One b e l ie v e d  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach would lead  to  
improvement i n  the q u a l i t y  of  te ach in g  while  an o th e r  
b e l ie v e d  t h a t  the q u a l i t y  o f  teach in g  would be improved by 
fo rc in g  a l l  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te s  t o  go through approved 
programs.
The forms of communication used by p o t e n t i a l  
i n f lu e n c e r s  inc luded  face  to  face  c o n t a c t s ,  phone c a l l s ,  
l e t t e r s  to  th e  e d i t o r ,  p o s i t i o n  p ap e rs ,  meetings with  and 
l e t t e r s  to  dec is ion-m aking  groups, and te s t im ony .  The Board 
of  Education was the  in tended  r e c i p i e n t ,  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  or 
i n d i r e c t l y ,  o f  the v a r io u s  communication a t t e m p ts .  Most 
broad based groups viewed t h e i r  a t te m p ts  as  s u c c e s s fu l  or
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u n su c ces s fu l  based on the  outcome of two i s s u e s :  the
ev a lu a t io n  component of p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
The schoo ls  of  ed uca t ion ,  th e  VEA, the  General 
Assembly, and p r i v a t e  sch o o ls ,  in  t h a t  o rd e r ,  were c i t e d  
most o f te n  a s  a p p l i e r s  of  p r e s s u r e .  The groups c i t e d  most 
o f te n  as i n f lu e n c e r s  were th e  General Assembly, the  VEA, the  
S uper in tenden t  of  Pub l ic  I n s t r u c t i o n ,  th e  p r e s s ,  and the 
schoo ls  o f  ed u ca t io n .  S i t u a t i o n s  which were most o f te n  
cons idered  c r i t i c a l  even ts  in  th e  p ro cess  were: events
invo lv ing  p r e s e n t a t i o n s  by the S u p e r in ten d en t  of  Pub l ic  
I n s t r u c t i o n ,  General  Assembly r e s o l u t i o n s  or l e g i s l a t i o n ,  
and Governor Robb's appointment of  Lemmon and the subsequent  
change in  vo te  by th e  Board.
Even though some r e s e a r c h  was used dur ing  the  p ro ce s s ,  
the  f i n a l  t e a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  were no t  a 
r e s u l t  of r e s e a r c h  on te a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  
achievement.  The development of  a r e s e a r c h  base reg a rd in g  
te ach e r  performance o r  p u p i l  achievement was no t  a component 
o f  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro c e s s .  However, a t  l e a s t  
two groups which t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the  d e c i s io n  makers used 
re s e a rc h  d a t a  r e l a t e d  to  t e a c h e r  performance o r  p u p i l  
achievement to  suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  As a r e s u l t :
1. The hypo thes is  t h a t  the  p rocedures  used by V i r g in ia  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bodies  in adop t ing  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s
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did not  in c o rp o ra te  r e s e a r c h  da ta  on te a c h e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement was accep ted .
2. The h y p o th e s i s  t h a t  i n d iv i d u a l s  and o r g a n iz a t io n s  
who in f lu en ced  or who t r i e d  to  in f lu e n c e  the  d e c i s io n  makers 
in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  d id  not r e l y  on or use 
r e s e a r c h  da ta  on t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to 
suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  was t h e r e f o r e  r e j e c t e d .
F ind ings
1. The S u p e r in ten d e n t  o f  P u b l ic  I n s t r u c t i o n  advocated 
d ec re a s in g  the  r e q u i r e d  number of ed u c a t io n  c o u r se s .  The 
Board of Education in c re a s e d  some c o n te n t  hour req u i rem e n ts ,  
added th r e e  hours o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  ed u ca t io n  f o r  secondary 
educa t ion  g ra d u a te s ,  bu t  d id  not a d j u s t  the  r e q u i r e d  number 
o f  educa t ion  hours f o r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s .
2. Evidences of  s e l f - i n t e r e s t :
a .  The sc h o o ls  o f  educa t ion  were c i t e d  most o f te n  
( fo u r  in te rv ie w ee s )  a s  having some s e l f - i n t e r e s t  in  the  
p ro c e s s .  Those r e f e r e n c e s  were due to maintenance of  jo b s .
b. The VEA had some s e l f - i n t e r e s t  s i n c e  one of  
i t s  motives was to  ensu re  t h a t  no th ing  was done which would 
n e g a t iv e ly  a f f e c t  a l r e a d y  employed t e a c h e r s .
c. S e l f - i n t e r e s t  could be implied  when a group 
would t r y  to  make the  en t ra n ce  requ i rem en ts  to  te ach in g  more, 
s t r i n g e n t  to  dec rease  the  a v a i l a b l e  supply  of t e a c h e r s  w ith  
the  hope t h a t  t h a t  would r e s u l t  in  h igher  s a l a r i e s .
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d. P r iv a t e  school  and l o c a l  p u b l ic  school  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  were concerned about the  p o s s ib l e  dec rease  in  
the  t e a c h e r  supply i f  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach was not 
approved. They were opposed to  i tems which would make i t  
more d i f f i c u l t  to  f i n d  t e a c h e r s .
3. The c o a l i t i o n s  which had a beginning  in  t h i s  
p rocess  (1978-82) were: (a) the  VEA and the  VACTE, and (b)
p r i v a t e  secondary schools  with  one or  more of  the  fo l lo w in g :  
Northern  V irg ina  school  systems ( in te r v ie w  #13)» th e  Council  
o f  Higher Education ,  the  S e c r e t a r y  of  Educa t ion ,  and the 
S u p e r in ten d e n t  of P u b l ic  I n s t r u c t i o n .
4. The idea  t h a t  t e a c h e r  ed u ca t io n  s tu d e n t s  were not  
a s  i n t e l l i g e n t  (based on SAT sc o re s )  as l i b e r a l  a r t s  
g r a d u a te s ,  was used by the  p re s s  and those  in  f av o r  of the  
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach.
5. M isconceptions  and c o n t r a d i c t i o n s :
a .  The b e l i e f  t h a t  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s  had 
more co n ten t  p r e p a r a t io n  than  t e a c h e r  educa t ion  g rad u a tes  
was r e a d i l y  accep ted  by some members o f  the  Board, p a r e n t s ,  
s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups,  and l e g i s l a t o r s  even though t h i s  
was no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  the  c a se .  This was a m isconception  
which was r e a d i l y  accep ted  and used c o n v in c in g ly  by the 
p r o l i b e r a l  a r t s  f a c t i o n .  E ig h t  re sponden ts  thought  t h a t  
ed u ca t io n  majors should  be re q u i r e d  to  take  more l i b e r a l  
a r t s  c o u r se s .
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b. The b e l i e f  t h a t  schoo ls  of  educa t ion  wanted 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with  e v a lu a t io n  in  o rder  to  keep 
p r o f e s s o r s  employed was a m isconcep t ion .
c. Comments t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r  groups were not 
a c t i v e  were in a c c u r a t e  in  th e  case  of  the  VASPA.
d. The b e l i e f  on the  p a r t  o f  some p a r e n t s  t h a t  
p r i v a t e  schoo ls  were not i n f l u e n t i a l  may have been a 
m isconcep t ion .  Since the  VASPA and th e  VAIS o pera ted  behind 
th e  scenes ,  a s  well  a s  p u b l i c l y ,  some of  t h e i r  p r e s s u re  and 
in f lu e n c e  were not as  obse rvab le  as  th e  VEA's and the  
VACTE*s which r e ce iv e d  more p re s s  coverage.
e. The VACTE was viewed by a Study Committee 
member a s  being a n t i -S tu d y  Committee; the Study Committee 
r e p o r t  was viewed by one in  ano the r  i n t e r e s t  group as 
pro-VACTE.
6 . The s ta tem en t  t h a t  A lb e r t  E i n s t e in  o r  Henry 
K is s in g e r  could  not t e ach  in  the  classroom re ce iv ed  emphasis 
in  the p re s s  and l e g i s l a t u r e  and was a l s o  used as an 
e f f e c t i v e  argument f o r  those  in  f av o r  of  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach.
7. The members o f  the  dec is ion-m aking  system were 
H a r r i s ,  the  Study Committee, the  S u p e r in ten d e n t ,  the  Board, 
some in  the  Department of Educa t ion ,  and the General 
Assembly. The Study Committee and H a r r i s  had the  g r e a t e s t  
i n f lu e n c e  on s p e c i f i c  endorsement req u i rem e n ts .
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8 . The landmark even ts  were: (a) th e  S u p e r in t e n d e n t ' s  
meeting with  the  Study Committee and the  announcement of h i s  
p ro p o sa ls ,  (b) the  Board vote  on the  middle school 
endorsement, (c) General Assembly p r e s s u re  reg a rd in g  the  
e v a lu a t io n  component o f  p r o v i s i o n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  (d)
Robb's appointment o f  Lemmon and the  subsequent change in  
the  Board vote  on p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with the 
e v a lu a t io n  component, and (e) perce ived  VEA c r i t i c i s m  of  
p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  co u rse s .
9. The p u b l ic  h ea r in g s  were no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  events  in  
the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro c e s s .
10. The SREB did  not  c i t e  a r e s e a r c h  base f o r  i t s  
f in d in g s  in  i t s  r e p o r t .
11. The i n d iv i d u a l s  who favored  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach were in  two groups: th o se  (noneducators)  who 
b e l iev e d  i t  would improve the  q u a l i t y  of  t e a c h e rs  and th o se  
( c e r t a i n  groups of  ed u ca to r s )  who were concerned about the  
e f f e c t  the p r o h i b i t i n g  of  the l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach would 
have on t e a c h e r  supply .
12. The p r i v a t e  schoo ls  had more c o n t a c t s  than  any 
o th e r  nondecision-making group. At some time dur ing  the  
p ro cess  they had d i r e c t  c o n t a c t  with  the the  Department o f  
Education s t a f f ,  one or more l e g i s l a t o r s ,  the  S e c r e ta ry  of  
Education ,  the  Council  o f  Higher Education ,  the Board of 
Education ,  and newspaper e d i t o r i a l  s t a f f s ,  and held
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membership on the Study Committee and the  Advisory 
Committee.
13* The lo c a l  s u p e r in t e n d e n t s  never became very 
involved  in  the  p ro cess  (even though some in  the  
nondecision-making group thought t h a t  they had some 
i n f l u e n c e ) .
14. The dec rease  in  the number of  in d iv i d u a l s  who 
viewed the schoo ls  of  educa t ion  a s  a p p l i e r s  o f  p r e s s u re  as 
compared to  th e  number who viewed them as a c t u a l  in f lu e n c e r s  
corresponded with the  su p p o s i t io n  by those  i n  the  sch o o ls  of 
educa t ion  t h a t  the schoo ls  of ed u ca t io n  were no t  very 
i n f l u e n t i a l .
15. R e p re s e n ta t iv e s  of the  schoo ls  of  educa t ion  found 
i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  r e a c t  to  c r i t i c a l  l e t t e r s  to  the  p r e s s  from 
former educa t ion  s tu d e n t s .
16. The two groups which ad m it te d  to having a p r i v a t e  
meeting with the  S up er in ten d en t  were s u c c e s s fu l  in a ch iev in g  
most o f  t h e i r  goa ls  (VAIS and VASPA).
17. Some r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  the  VEA and the  VACTE 
agreed t h a t  th e  VEA was n o t  a s t r o n g  i n f lu e n c e r  on th e  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  i s s u e .
18. Rather  than use a r e s e a r c h  base ,  many who 
advocated a d d i t i o n a l  co n ten t  or educa t ion  co u rse s  b e l ie v e d  
t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  course  requ irem en ts  would le ad  to  g r e a t e r  
knowledge on the  p a r t  of  t e a c h e r s .  The forms of  r e s e a r c h
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c i t e d  inc luded  SAT s c o re s ,  t e a ch e r  o p in io n s ,  the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  whether or not  a t e a c h e r  was tenured  or 
c e r t i f i e d ,  and what a t t r i b u t e s  improved teach ing  
performance.
19. There was v i r t u a l l y  no d i f f e r e n c e  between what was 
approved fo r  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach in  1958 and what was 
approved in  1981. There were a l s o  o th e r  s i m i l a r i t i e s :  (a) 
a General Assembly spokesperson f o r  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach,  (b) c r i t i c i s m  of  educa t ion  co u rse s ,  (c)  l i b e r a l  
a r t s  and educa t ion  f a c u l t i e s  tak in g  o p p o s i te  p o s i t i o n s  on 
the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach and the  value  o f  educa t ion  
c o u r s e s ,  (d) an in c re a s e  in  s p e c i a l  educa t ion  and some 
secondary  endorsement r eq u i rem e n ts ,  (e) the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  
the  General  Assembly would l e g i s l a t e  p a r t  of the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and ( f )  a c t i v e  r e p o r t i n g  by th e  
Richmond p r e s s .
20. Some in d iv i d u a l s  o r  groups d id  not  fo l low  a 
communications p rocess  which would have inc luded  the  p u b l ic  
h e a r in g s ,  the  Study Committee, the  Department of  Education ,  
and th e  Board o f  Education .  These in d iv i d u a l s  bypassed what 
would be cons ide red  the  s t a t e  educa t ion  e s tab l i sh m e n t  and 
communicated in  the form o f  l e t t e r s  to  the  p re s s  or  d i r e c t l y  
w ith  l e g i s l a t o r s  ( in form al  i n f l u e n c e ) .
21. Research on t e a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  
achievement was used by a t  l e a s t  two nondecision-making
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groups to  suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .
Conclusions
1. I n d iv id u a l s  who a re  i n t e r e s t e d  in  adding educa t ion  
co u rse s  as  requ irem en ts  fo r  l i b e r a l  a r t s  g ra d u a te s  w i l l  have 
to  convince Board members, l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and the 
S up er in ten d en t  t h a t  they  a re  n e c e s s a ry .
2. The VEA and the  VACTE had th e  o p p o r tu n i ty  to  
accomplish  more had they  formed t h e i r  c o a l i t i o n  e a r l i e r  and 
had th e r e  not been th e  p e r c e p t io n  by Board members t h a t  the  
VEA was c r i t i c a l  of educa t ion  co u rse s .
3. The i s s u e s  o f  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach and the  
e v a lu a t io n  component o f  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  were 
p o l i t i c a l  as w el l  as e d u c a t io n a l  i s s u e s .  Viewing the  lack  
of a r e s e a r c h  base on these  i s s u e s ,  a p o l i t i c a l  r a t h e r  than  
a s c h o la r ly  d e c i s io n  r e s u l t e d .  The d e c i s io n s  were made 
based on what many b e l iev e d  to  be b e s t  f o r  ed u ca t io n .  
G en e ra l ly ,  th o se  who h e ld  the  p r o l i b e r a l  a r t s  p o s i t i o n  
thought t h a t  those  w ith  a s t r o n g  c o n te n t  background would be 
an a s s e t  to  p u b l ic  schoo ls  w hi le  those  who favored  the 
approved program approach b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was a body of 
knowledge im portant  f o r  t e a c h e r s  in  terms of  background 
in fo rm at io n  and classroom methodology. The v a r io u s  vo tes  on 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  with  the  e v a lu a t io n  component 
could be cons idered  p o l i t i c a l  r a t h e r  than  s c h o l a r l y  
d e c i s io n s .  The vo tes  were taken  under t h r e a t  of
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l e g i s l a t i o n .  The f o r c e s  invo lved  were the p r e s s ,  the  
Council  of  Higher Educa t ion ,  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and the 
S u p e r in ten d e n t  v e rsu s  the  VEA, t h e  VACTE, and lo c a l  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r  groups.
4. S e l f - i n t e r e s t  could be implied  when a  group t r i e d  
to  make the  e n t ra n ce  requ irem en ts  to  teach in g  more s t r i n g e n t  
to  dec rease  the  a v a i l a b l e  supply o f  t e a c h e r s  w ith  the  hope 
t h a t  t h a t  would r e s u l t  in  h ighe r  s a l a r i e s .  I t  could a l so  be 
ap p l ie d  to  groups which d e s i r e d  t o  keep the  number o f  
a v a i l a b l e  a p p l i c a n t s  high which could  have the  e f f e c t  of 
su p p ress in g  s a l a r i e s .
5. The Study Committee and H a r r i s  had a s t ro n g  
in f lu e n c e  on s p e c i f i c  endorsement req u irem en ts .  Davis and 
the  General  Assembly (who were suppor ted  by th e  Richmond 
newspaper e d i t o r i a l  s t a f f s )  had th e  g r e a t e s t  in f lu e n c e  on 
the  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i s s u e s .
6 . The p u b l ic  h e a r in g s  had no d i r e c t  impact on the 
f i n a l  d e c i s io n  reg a rd in g  th e  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach or  
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n .
7.  There was an i n s u f f i c i e n t  r e se a rch  base a t  the  time 
o f  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p ro cess  to  determine what 
components o f  t e ach e r  educa t ion  improved p u p i l  achievement 
or  t e a c h e r  performance.  Some of th e  r e se a rch  a v a i l a b l e  was 
no t  f a v o ra b le  to t e a c h e r  ed u c a t io n .  Apparently  none of  the  
dec is ion-m aking  groups s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  in c o rp o ra te d  d a ta  on
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t e a ch e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement in  fo rm u la t in g  the  
s t a n d a rd s .
F u r th e r  Research 
There needs t o  be a method of de term in ing  whether 
c e r t a i n  coursework le ad s  to  improved te ach in g  performance or 
improved s tu d e n t  achievement.  Overcoming the  v a r i a b l e s  
involved appears  to  be th e  major problem with  such a s tudy .  
Can improvement in  t e a c h e r  performance be a t t r i b u t e d  to  
courses  taken  in  c o l l e g e  or a re  th e re  o th e r  f a c t o r s  which 
lead  to  improved t e a c h e r  performance?
Before assuming t h a t  the  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  too numerous or 
too d i f f i c u l t  to  overcome, r e s e a r c h  should  be under taken to  
compare th o se  who have taken c e r t a i n  cou rse s  with  fchose who 
have n o t .  There a r e  enough d i f f e r e n c e s  in  v a r io u s  t e a c h e r  
p r e p a r a t io n  programs which could prov ide  the  b a s i s  f o r  a 
comparison of  the  e f f e c t s  of  v a r io u s  programs or co u rse s .
The l i b e r a l  a r t s  i s s u e  w i l l  be re so lv e d  only  when e x ten s iv e  
t e s t i n g  ( r e s e a rc h )  i s  completed comparing the  classroom 
performance of the  t e a c h e r  t r a in e d  g radua te  with  the l i b e r a l  
a r t s  g rad u a te .
In a d d i t io n  to  the  problem of  the  l a r g e  number o f  
v a r i a b l e s ,  schoo ls  of  educa t ion  may be r e l u c t a n t  to  become 
committed to  such r e s e a r c h .  P o s i t i v e  f in d in g s  t h a t  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  educa t ion  makes a d i f f e r e n c e  would he lp  schoo ls  
o f  e d u ca t io n ,  but n eg a t iv e  f in d in g s  or f in d in g s  of no
d i f f e r e n c e  on a n a t i o n a l  s c a le  could r e s u l t  in  changes in  
t e ach e r  ed u ca t io n  as i t  i s  p r a c t i c e d  a t  t h i s  t ime.
APPENDICES
Appendix A: I n t r o d u c t o r y  L e t t e r
156
As p a r t  o f  my doctora l  work a t  the  College of  William and Mary, I am 
developing a doctora l  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  The t i t l e  o f  the  d i s s e r t a t i o n  is "An 
Analysis  o f  the Influences Affect ing  the  Standards f o r  C er t i fy ing  Publ ic  
School Teachers in V i r g in i a , "  and my adv iso r  is  Dr. William Bullock, J r .
A fundamental p a r t  o f  the d i s s e r t a t i o n  wi l l  involve th e  c o l l e c t i o n  of  data  
from ind iv idua ls  through In te rv iews.  The Interview wi l l  l a s t  t h i r t y  
minutes and i t  wi l l  be taped.  Your anonymity wi l l  be p ro tec ted .
i sh a l l  con tac t  you soon to  determine your w i l l in g n e ss  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in 
t h i s  p ro je c t .
Si n c e re ly ,
Wayne D. Le t t
Appendix B: I n t e r v i e w  Q u e s t io n s  -  D ec is ion -M aking  Groups
Name _____________________________     Date__________  ___
Group: 1.   2.   3.
1. What was your i n t e r e s t  or goa l  in  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e v i s i o n  p rocess?
2. P lea se  c i t e  s p e c i f i c  i tems and i n d i c a t e  why you were 
i n t e r e s t e d  in  each.
3. Was th e re  any o v e r r id in g  i s s u e  f o r  th e  ______________  ?
What i s  your view of  the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach to  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n ?
5. Do you th in k  t h a t  s tu d e n t  te ac h in g  should begin e a r l i e r  
than the  s e n io r  year?  Why?
6 . Should s tu d e n t  te ach in g  be a more len g th y  p rocess?  Why?
7. Should educa t ion  majors be r e q u i r e d  to  take  more l i b e r a l  
a r t s  (g en e ra l  educa t ion )  courses?  Why?
8 . I s  th e  p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  requ irem ent  too  minimal or 
too leng thy?  Why?
9. Do you know of  any r e s e a r c h  in  terms of  p u p i l
achievement or t e a c h e r  performance which su p p o r ts  the _____
p o s i t io n ?
10. Were th e re  any c r i t i c a l  ev e n ts  in  the  p ro cess  which in  
your op in ion  a f f e c t e d  the  outcome?
11. In  your op in ion  which groups ap p l ie d  the  g r e a t e s t
p re ssu re?
12. Which groups had the  g r e a t e s t  in f lu e n c e  on the  f i n a l  
r e g u la t i o n s ?
13. Which p ro v i s io n s  d id  those  groups impact?
14. At what t ime did  t h i s  impact occur? Did any of t h i s
impact occur  a t  the  p u b l ic  h ea r in g s?
15. Did any of  the  groups c i t e  r e s e a r c h  r e l a t e d  to t e a c h e r
performance a t  the  p u b l ic  h ea r in g s?
16. Were you in f lu en c ed  by r e c i p r o c a l  agreements?
17. How did  the  approved program approach in f lu e n c e  the 
process?
18. Are you in  favor  of  or  opposed to  th e  two-year 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ?
19. Can you sugges t  anyone e l s e  t h a t  I should  in te rv iew ?
Appendix C: In te r v ie w  Q u e s t ion s  -  Nondecis ion-M aking Groups
Name ______________________________________  Date '__________
Group: 1.   2.   3. ____
1. What was your group’ s i n t e r e s t  or go a l  in  the
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess?
2. P le a se  c i t e  s p e c i f i c  i tems and in d i c a t e  why your group 
was i n t e r e s t e d  in  each.
3» What p rocedures  did your group use in  o rd e r  to reach  i t s  
goa l?  ( i .  e. phone c a l l s ,  l e t t e r s ,  meetings w ith  Department 
of Educat ion  s t a f f  or Board members)
4. At what p o in t s  did your group t r y  t o  in f lu e n c e  the  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p roposa ls?
5. Which of your goa ls  did your group accomplish?
6 . Who spoke f o r  your group a t  th e  v a r io u s  h e a r in g s  and a t
o th e r  times?
7. Was th e r e  any o v e r r id in g  i s s u e  fo r  your group?
8 . What i s  your o r g a n i z a t i o n ’s view of the  l i b e r a l  a r t s  
approach to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ?
9. Do you th in k  t h a t  s tu d e n t  teach ing  should  begin e a r l i e r  
than the s e n io r  year?
10. Should s tu d e n t  teach ing  be a more leng thy  p rocess?
Why?
11. Should ed u ca t io n  majors be r e q u i r e d  to  t a k e  more 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  (g e n e ra l  educa t ion )  co u rses?  Why?
12. I s  th e  p r o f e s s io n a l  educa t ion  requirement  too minimal 
or to o  leng thy?  Why?
13* Did your group use any r e s e a r c h  in  terms o f  p u p i l  
achievement or te ach e r  performance to  support  i t s  p o s i t i o n ?
14. Are you aware of  any such re sea rch ?
15. Were th e re  any c r i t i c a l  even ts  in  th e  p rocess  which in  
your op in ion  a f f e c t e d  th e  outcome?
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16. In  your op in ion  which groups ap p l ied  the  g r e a t e s t  
p re s su re ?
17. In  your op in ion  which groups had the  g r e a t e s t  
in f lu en c e ?
18. Were you in f lu en ced  by r e c i p r o c a l  agreements?
19. How d id  the  approved program approach in f lu e n c e  your 
g r o u p s ' s  p o s i t io n ?
20. What i s  your g ro u p 's  p o s i t i o n  reg a rd in g  the two-year 
p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e ?
Appendix D: Communication Model
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WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
Board A B A(2)
F
B A
A B E B F
A B Y B F
A B T B A
A B W B B
E B LL B I
M B MM,G B F
A B U B H
B B H B S
WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
Department A D A(2) B,D,G A
of Education A D B(H) B,D A
A D D B B
A D JJ B A
B D D B B
C D D B B
D D T B A
WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
Study A S Q S,B F
Committee A S J J S,B A
A S E S,B F
K S P S,B H
I s NN S C
WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
Schools of A E E(4) D,B,G» F
Education P,H,S
A E I I t  l i f t  M II F
A E I Him mi F
A E K i i  t i  i i  i i  i i D
A E M i t  i i  i i  i i  n F,D
A E N I I I I  TI I f  II F
A E X i i  i t  i i  i i  i t H
A E AA t i  11 i t  i t  n E
A E BB i i  i t  i i  t i  i t F
A E CC i t  i i  t i  i t  i i F
A E DD I I I M I  I t  II H
F E Z B,D H
G E E, J ,K B,D,G H
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H E K,DD B,D,G D
P,H
A E L B,D,G Q
WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
P a re n ts  A P A D,B A
A P H D,B G
A P GG D ,B L
B P H D,B G
A P EE D,B A
WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
A d m in is t ra to r s  A A F A,D,B A
H
K A R II Tt II II II M
K A FF D,B,H A
N A JJ i t  i i  it it i t A
M A G i i  i i  n  n  n F
0 A S it n  i i  i t  i i A
K A 0 0 A,D,B H
H
WHY WHO______ WHAT WHOM EFFECT
Teachers P(G) T JJ A,B,H A
S
M T G B F
A T Q S,B,G F
A T Y B F
A T H B L
A T K B,G L
A T E S,B,G K, J
WHY WHO WHAT WHOM EFFECT
Other E 0 U D,B H,I
J 0 C D,B A
Q 0 A,F,V D,B,P A
G,H
E 0 U D,B,H H
A 0 A,V G A
R 0 KK D,A,H N
E 0 HH D,A,H F
R 0 A D,A,H A
A,L 0 A,F,T B,G H
WHY—M otivat ion
A -  improve the  q u a l i t y  of  t e a c h e r s
B -  in s u re  the  p u b l ic ;  improve the  p u b l i c ' s  p e rc e p t io n
C -  concern over the d e c l in e  i n  t e ac h e r  SAT sc o re s  
D -  General Assembly p re s su re
E -  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  a rea  or endorsement i n t e r e s t
F -  concern over deemphasis in  g radua te  work f o r  c e r t i f i c a t e
renewal
G -  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  
H -  maintenance of  s ta n d a rd s
I -  improved o r g a n iz a t io n  or c l e a r e r  wording of s tan d a rd s  
J  -  meet th e  needs of  c h i ld r e n
K -  no t  do any th ing  to  make i t  im poss ib le  to o b ta in  t e a c h e r s  
L -  t r y i n g  to  he lp  Dr. Davis (b e l ie v e d  Dr. Davis was r i g h t )
M -  opposed to  p r o v i s io n a l  c e r t i f i c a t e  and e v a lu a t io n  
component
N -  d id  no t  want to  be involved  in  c o l l e c t i n g  or paying f e e s  
0 -  favored  s ix  hours f o r  c e r t i f i c a t e  renewal 
P -  d id  n o t  want r e g u l a t i o n s  which would n e g a t iv e ly  e f f e c t  
c u r r e n t  t e a c h e r s
Q -  r e t a i n  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach in  order  to  be a b l e  t o  f in d  
t e a c h e r s
R -  m a in ta in  a b i l i t y  of  p r i v a t e  c o l l e g e s  to  p rov ide  t e a c h e r s  
( s e l f - i n t e r e s t )
WHO— Communicator 
A -  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  o r g a n iz a t io n s
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B -  Board o f  Education 
D -  Department of  Education  
E -  schoo ls  of educa t ion
0 -  o th e r
P -  p a r e n t s
S -  Study Committee 
T -  t e a c h e r s
WHAT—Message
A -  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach was d e s i r a b l e  f o r  secondary l e v e l
B -  more s tu d en t  c o n t a c t  e a r l i e r  than  the  s e n io r  year
C -  e s t a b l i s h  competency based c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  
D -  The new s ta n d a rd s  were d e s i r a b l e —would le ad  to  
improvement.
E -  opposed to  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach
F -  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach d e s i r a b l e  due to  s c a r c i t y  o f  math
and s c ien c e
G -  opposed to  the  e v a lu a t io n  component of th e  P ro v i s io n a l  
C e r t i f i c a t e
H -  The p ro fe s s io n  and the  p u b l i c ’ s  p e rc e p t io n  w i l l  be
improved i f  i t  i s  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  e n t e r  and g radua te  from
educa t ion  schoo ls .
1 -  V i r g in ia  would become a l e a d e r  in  going backwards i f  the 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach was approved.
J -  too many bypasses to  c e r t i f i c a t i o n
K -  Education courses  a re  im por tan t .
L -  suppor t  the  Study Committee recommendations 
M -  in c re a s e  th e  r e q u i r e d  number o f  educa t ion  courses  
N -  The l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach was a way to  o b ta in  cheap 
la b o r .
0 -  improve wording of s tan d a rd s  
P -  f l e x i b l e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s
Q -  The approved program and no t  t r a n s c r i p t  a n a l y s i s  was the 
a p p r o p r i a t e  ro u te  fo r  determ ining  i s s u a n c e  of a c e r t i f i c a t e .  
R -  opposed to  th e  co n ten t  a r e a  having so many requ irem ents  
t h a t  i t  decreased  the a p p l i c a n t  pool 
S -  Six hours f o r  c e r t i f i c a t e  renewal was enough.
T -  The P ro v i s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  and i t s  e v a lu a t io n  component 
were d e s i r a b l e .
U -  in c re a s e  t e a c h e r  knowledge by i n c r e a s in g  the  number of 
courses  in  t h e i r  a rea  o f  endorsement
V -  too many educa t ion  courses
W -  SAT sco re s  o f  educa t ion  majors were too  low.
X -  The p r o f e s s io n  i s  n o t  improved by lowering  s ta n d a rd s .
Y -  The s t a n d a rd s  and c o l l e g e  programs should  be 
s t ren g th en ed  r a t h e r  than  adding the  P r o v i s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e .  
Z -  Teacher educa t ion  becomes l e s s  academic and i n t e l l e c t u a l  
when theory  co u rse s  a re  taken away— i t  l o s e s  c r e d i b i l i t y .
The s ta n d a rd s  a r e  devalued when proposed c e r t i f i c a t e  renewal 
i s  decreased  from nine t o  s ix  hours .
AA -  Too much i s  expected of  schoo ls  of educa t ion  in  a 
pe r io d  of fo u r  y e a r s .
BB -  The purpose of c e r t i f i c a t i o n  i s  to  p r o t e c t  the  p u b l ic .  
Anyone who has n o t  been through te a c h e r  educa t ion  i s  a r i s k .  
CC -  concern over  the  a b i l i t y  o f  non teacher  t r a i n e d  to  
i n t e r a c t  w ith  s tu d e n t s
DD -  The approved program i s  a " v ia b le "  and " u s e fu l  
c r i t e r i a "  f o r  the  p r e p a r a t io n  of  t e a c h e r s .
EE -  s e p a r a te  h e a l th  and p h y s ic a l  educa t ion  endorsement
FF -  con t inue  t r a n s c r i p t  a n a l y s i s
GG -  i n c r e a s e  the  s tu d e n t  te ach in g  requirem ent
HH -  opposed to  a s e p a r a te  middle school endorsement
I I  -  th e re  should  be a  t h r e e - y e a r  p r o v i s io n a l  program
JJ  -  opposed to  a fee  f o r  c e r t i f i c a t e  renewal
KK -  con t inue  to  p erm it  p r i v a t e  c o l l e g e s  to p rov ide  t e a c h e r s
LL -  in c re a s e  course  requ irem en ts  f o r  c e r t a i n  s u b je c t  a r e a s
or endorsements
MM -  Teacher ed u ca t io n  g rad u a te s  should  have l e s s  to  do to 
o b ta in  a C o l l e g i a t e  P r o f e s s io n a l  C e r t i f i c a t e  than the 
l i b e r a l  a r t s  g rad u a te .
NN -  merge t e a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  and approved 
program s ta n d a rd s  in one document
00 -  do not in c re a s e  r e g u l a t i o n s  in  the  c r i t i c a l  a r e a s  of 
s c ie n c e ,  math, and s p e c i a l  ed u ca t io n
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WHOM— R e cip ien t  
A -  Advisory Committee 
B -  Board o f  Education
D -  S uper in tenden t /D epar tm en t  o f  Education 
G -  General  Assembly 
H -  p u b l ic  hea r ing
0 -  o th e r  i n t e r e s t  groups 
P -  p r e s s
S -  Study Committee 
EFFECT
A -  Communication had d e s i r e d  e f f e c t  (approved).
B -  new s ta n d a rd s  approved 
C -  c l e a r e r  wording in  s ta n d a rd s  
D -  maintenance of  s ta n d a rd s  
E -  no t  known
F -  group had no e f f e c t ;  d id not  have d e s i r e d  e f f e c t ;  d id
not  o b ta in  o b j e c t i v e  
G -  improved s ta n d a rd s
H -  n o t  su re  i f  what was accomplished was a r e s u l t  of  the
communication
1 -  compromise
J  -  involvement helped  "sharpen"  i s s u e s  
K -  avoided b la n k e t  accep tance  of  l i b e r a l  a r t s  approach 
L -  u n c e r t a in
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M -  p r o t e c t e d  out  o f  s t a t e  a p p l i c a n t  pool 
N -  no t  su re
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The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  determine i f  those  who 
in f lu en c ed  V i r g in i a  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  in c o rp o ra ted  
r e s e a r c h  on t e a c h e r  performance o r  p u p i l  achievement to  
e s t a b l i s h  or to  suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .  The yea rs  1958 to  
1982 were s tu d i e d  w ith  the  a n a l y s i s  c o n c e n t r a t in g  on the 
r e g u l a t i o n s  approved in 1981 and 1982.
Twenty-five i n d i v i d u a l s  who had or may have had in f lu e n c e  or  
were involved in  th e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocess  were in te rv iew ed .  
The in te rv iew e e s  were members of a t  l e a s t  one of n ine  
groups.  Three of  th e se  groups were cons idered  
dec is ion-m aking  groups,  and s ix  were cons ide red  
nondecis ion-making groups.
An in f lu e n c e s  p ro cess  model, a communication model, and 
co n ten t  a n a ly s i s  were used in  an a ly z in g  the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
r e v i s i o n  p ro ce s s .  The hypotheses  were t e s t e d  by the  r e s u l t s  
o f  in te rv ie w  responses  and w r i t t e n  in fo rm a t io n ,  u s u a l ly  in  
the  form of  p o s i t i o n  p ap e rs ,  provided by the in te rv ie w e e s .
1. The h y p o th e s is  t h a t  th e  p rocedures  used by V i rg in ia  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bod ies  in  ad o p t in g  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u la t i o n s  
d id  not  in c o rp o r a te  r e s e a r c h  da ta  on te ach e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement was accep ted .
2. The h y p o th e s is  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  and o r g a n iz a t io n s  who 
in f lu en ced  or  who t r i e d  t o  in f lu e n c e  the  d ec is io n  makers in 
the  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e v i s i o n  p rocess  did no t  r e l y  on or  use 
r e s e a r c h  d a ta  on te a c h e r  performance or p u p i l  achievement to  
suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  was r e j e c t e d  s in c e  a t  l e a s t  two 
groups used r e s e a r c h  da ta  r e l a t e d  to  te ac h e r  performance or 
p u p i l  achievement to  suppor t  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s .
The te a c h e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  r e g u l a t i o n s  were no t  a r e s u l t  of 
r e s e a r c h  on te a c h e r  performance or  p u p i l  achievement.  The 
p rocedures  used by c e r t i f i c a t i o n  bod ies  in  recommending and 
adop t ing  r e g u l a t i o n s  had no s p e c i f i c  p ro v is io n  in c o rp o ra t in g  
r e s e a r c h  on t e a c h e r  performance o r  p u p i l  achievement.
